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1.  Introduction 


Today’s  Soldiers  and  Commanders  are  facing  a  wider  variety  of  missions  in  varying  cultural 
environments.  Expectations  are  that  Soldiers  and  Commanders  can  enter  into  these  new  cultural 
environments  with  new  mission  types  and  achieve  success  enabled  solely  by  the  various  types  of 
training  they  receive.  However,  that  easy  transition  is  not  always  the  case.  Past  missions 
demonstrate  that  training  alone  may  not  be  enough  to  ensure  mission  success  in  these  varying 
cultural  landscapes.  In  a  review  of  the  past  decade  of  combat,  the  Joint  Staff  J7  Joint  and 
Coalition  Operational  Analysis  (JCOA)  Division  identified  that,  “Because  the  traditional 
intelligence  effort  tended  to  focus  on  enemy  groups  and  actions,  it  often  neglected  ‘white’ 
information  about  the  population  that  was  necessary  for  success  in  population-centric  campaigns, 
such  as  counterinsurgency  (COIN)  operations.  Local  commanders  needed  infonnation  about 
ethnic  and  tribal  identities,  religion,  culture,  politics,  and  economics”  (JCOA  2012).  In  addition 
to  cultural  training  then,  cultural  infonnation  is  just  as  vital  to  mission  success  in  these  diverse 
environments. 

Understanding  culture  and  its  impact  on  mission  achievement  can  be  the  difference  between 
mission  success  and  mission  failure.  To  this  end,  a  large  amount  of  research  is  being  conducted 
to  understand  the  cultural  environments  in  which  Soldiers  are  sent  to  interact.  Department  of 
Defense  (DOD)  research  programs,  such  as  the  Minerva  Initiative,  strive  “...to  build  deeper 
understanding  of  the  social,  cultural,  and  political  dynamics  that  shape  regions  of  strategic 
interest  around  the  world.”  (additional  infonnation  can  be  found  at:  http://minerva.dtic.mil/).  The 
Human  Social,  Culture  and  Behavior  (HSCB)  Modeling  Program  (additional  infonnation  can  be 
found  at:  http://www.dtic.mil/biosys/hscb-mp.html)  is  another  example  of  a  program  focused  on 
external  sociocultural  phenomena.  This  type  of  research  leads  to  better  understanding  of  the  host 
population  and  the  cultural  environments  in  which  Soldiers  must  perform. 

In  addition  to  understanding  the  host  population,  it  is  also  important  to  understand  cultures  with 
which  Soldiers  must  work.  Among  lessons  learned  in  past  operations,  JCOA  also  noted  “Lack  of 
unity  of  effort  between  civilian  and  military  organizations  tended  to  be  a  key  component  of 
transition  challenges”  (JCOA  2012).  One  of  these  hindrances  included  a  “...lack  of 
understanding  of  counterpart  cultures  and  bureaucratic  processes”  (JCOA  2012).  In  a  Mission 
Command  white  paper,  service  culture  was  identified  as  important  to  instilling 
(institutionalizing)  mission  command  and  that  “...the  Joint  Lorce  derives  strength  from  our 
distinct  service  cultures”  (Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  2012).  These  points  demonstrate  a  need  for 
understanding  the  culture  of  our  own  military  and  civilian  population. 

Missions,  such  as  humanitarian  intervention,  security,  and  defense  support  for  civil  authorities 
and  stability  operations,  require  Soldiers  to  make  complex  decisions  in  environments  where  the 
difference  between  non-combatants  and  combatants  can  be  tough  to  discriminate.  Unfortunately, 
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decision-making  research  has  not  focused  on  the  inclusion  of  culture  (Guss  2004)  and  even  less 
frequently  on  decision  making  in  a  military  environment,  including  decision  making  on  the 
effects  of  culture.  Also,  little  research  has  been  focused  on  the  Soldier’s  and  Commander’s  own 
sociocultural  attributes  and  how  that  may  affect  their  decision  making.  With  this  in  mind,  the  US 
Anny  Research  Laboratory’s  (ARL’s)  Human  Research  and  Engineering  Directorate  (HRED) 
has  launched  a  research  program  entitled  Relevant  Information  for  Social  Cultural  Depiction 
(RISC-D).  The  RISC-D  program  is  concentrated  on  understanding  and  modeling  the 
sociocultural  factors  that  affect  Soldier  and  Commander  decisions  making,  specially  addressing 
how  their  own  cultural  background  influences  their  own  decision  making.  The  first  part  of  the 
RISC-D  program  was  to  develop  a  taxonomy  of  sociocultural  factors  that  influence  decision 
making.  This  report  discusses  that  taxonomy  and  how  it  was  developed. 

1.1  Taxonomy 

A  taxonomy  can  be  defined  as  a  classification  of  key  characteristics  that  focus  on  the  general 
principles  that  describe  a  particular  phenomena  (Scherperell  2006).  There  are  many  examples  of 
taxonomies  that  have  been  developed.  In  the  business  arena,  Ahnotairi  (2008)  developed  a 
taxonomy  of  success  factors  for  customer  relationship  management  (CRM).  Through  a  review  of 
the  literature  regarding  CRM,  Ahnotairi  identified  common  factors  most  frequently  identified  as 
factors  of  success  within  CRM.  Scherperell  (2006)  developed  a  taxonomy  of  decision  orders  that 
translated  decision  making  into  a  classification  triad  of  first,  second,  and  third  orders  in  relation 
to  their  primary  field  of  usage  and  to  the  theoretical  lens  of  the  decision.  This  taxonomy  served 
as  the  basis  for  the  decision-order  framework  he  developed  to  further  the  understanding  of 
decision  making.  In  the  usability  research  arena,  a  context-of-use  taxonomy  was  developed 
(Alonso-Rios  et  al.  2010).  This  taxonomy  outlines  context-of-use  attributes  that  could  be  used  as 
a  formal  model  to  support  context-of-use  studies  and  to  ensure  a  common  perspective.  Similar  to 
these  taxonomies  and  others  that  have  been  identified  (e.g.,  Carter  et  al.  2007;  Tatham  and  Spens 
2011),  the  taxonomy  discussed  in  this  report  will  serve  as  the  base  of  research  to  develop  a 
sociocultural  influenced  model  of  decision  making. 

1.2  Factors 

A  factor  can  be  defined  as  an  element  contributing  to  a  particular  result  or  situation 
(http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/factor).  In  this  report,  factors  make  up  the  specific 
elements  of  the  taxonomy.  To  better  understand  the  taxonomy,  definitions  of  sociocultural 
factors  and  state  and  trait  factors  are  provided.  Each  factor  in  the  taxonomy  is  of  a  sociocultural 
nature  and  can  be  classified  as  either  a  state  factor  and/or  a  trait  factor. 

1.2.1  Sociocultural  Factors 

Sociocultural  is  defined  as  “of,  relating  to  or  involving  a  combination  of  social  and  cultural 
factors”  (from  http://www.merriam-webster.com/medical/sociocultural).  Sociocultural  factors  in 
terms  of  this  taxonomy  are  defined  as  measurable  elements  descriptive  of  the  social  and  cultural 
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nature  of  the  person  and  their  environment.  The  social  and  cultural  characteristics  represents 
factors  related  to  communal  living,  with  the  social  aspect  reflecting  more  of  the  individual  and 
the  cultural  aspect  reflecting  more  of  the  influence  of  the  group  on  the  individual. 

1.2.2  Trait  versus  State  Factors 

A  state  is  described  as  a  condition  or  mode  of  being  with  regard  to  given  circumstances 
(http://www.thefreedictionary.com/state).  A  trait  can  be  defined  as  a  distinguishing  feature  of  a 
person’s  character  (http://www.thefreedictionary.com/trait).  The  significance  of  these  definitions 
in  relation  to  this  taxonomy  is  that  the  factors  of  interest  are  mostly  trait  factors  to  support  the 
understanding  of  the  individual  decision  maker.  The  state  factors  also  support  understanding  but 
are  specific  to  a  given  contextual  environment. 

This  report  discusses  the  taxonomy  development  process,  introduces  the  taxonomy  framework, 
and  lays  out  the  next  steps  for  this  line  of  research. 


2.  Methodology 


The  taxonomy  development  consisted  of  3  processes:  synthetic  analysis,  group  brainstorming 
sessions,  and  a  focused  literature  search.  The  concepts  used  for  the  taxonomy  development 
process  were  derived  from  Whittaker  and  Breininger  (2008)  and  DeRue  and  Morgeson  (2005). 

The  first  part  of  the  taxonomy  development  started  with  a  synthetic  analysis.  A  synthetic  analysis 
is  defined  as  “. .  .the  process  of  conducting  an  extensive  literature  review  to  gain  a  synoptic  view 
of  a  complex  problem  as  a  whole  and  detect  links,  commonalities  and  gaps  in  a  given  research 
area”  (Samms  et  al.  2012).  Research  areas,  such  as  decision  making,  culture,  and  military 
operations,  were  reviewed.  Although  an  extensive  amount  of  research  was  conducted  in  the  area 
of  decision  making,  most  of  that  research  is  conducted  in  environments  where  the  results  may 
not  necessarily  directly  apply  to  a  military  context.  However,  expanding  the  search  beyond  a 
military  context  to  identify  important  sociocultural  factors  impacting  decision  making  was  seen 
as  a  necessary  step.  This  realization  led  the  researchers  to  expand  the  analysis  into  fields  that 
could  help  identify  sociocultural  factors  that  link  to  decision  making.  Domains,  such  as  business, 
management,  economics,  healthcare,  scientific  jury  selection,  and  many  others,  were  identified 
and  thus  expanded  the  search  to  select  factors  of  interest  for  initial  taxonomy  development  that 
may  not  be  directly  applicable  but  would  be  a  good  start  for  the  taxonomy. 

Using  the  knowledge  generated  by  the  synthetic  analysis,  a  group  brainstorming  session  was 
held.  Researchers  used  sticky  notes  to  record  every  sociocultural  factor  or  idea  that  they  thought 
could  be  related  to  decision  making  based  on  the  expertise  that  was  developed  from  the  synthetic 
analysis  and  on  other  research  literature  the  researchers  had  identified.  After  all  thoughts  were 
exhausted,  the  sticky  notes  were  reviewed  by  the  group.  As  the  group  reviewed  each  concept, 
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discussion  ensued  as  to  whether  the  identified  factor  was  a  potentially  influential  construct  to 
decision  making.  As  discussion  continued,  researchers  argued  for  or  against  constructs  using 
supporting  literature  they  had  identified.  Also  during  this  discussion,  duplicate  concepts  were 
combined  and  similar  concepts  were  grouped  together.  Constructs  that  seemed  dissimilar  to  the 
current  groupings  but  were  considered  influential  to  decision  making  were  put  aside  for  further 
deliberation.  Through  this  process,  6  major  areas  were  identified  that  grouped  approximately  50 
factors.  These  6  major  areas  were  demographics,  personality,  experience,  values,  context,  and 
external  factors.  The  grouping  of  external  factors  emerged  from  items  that  were  set  aside  from 
the  discussion  as  related  but  not  clearly  connected  to  the  main  areas.  This  very  early  draft  of  the 
taxonomy  can  be  found  in  the  Appendix.  These  major  areas  served  as  the  basis  for  the  next  round 
of  literature  review.  Each  researcher  selected  an  area  and  used  that  to  focus  their  continued 
literature  search.  While  the  synthetic  analysis  was  a  very  broad  stroke  review,  the  focus  of  this 
round  of  literature  review  was  to  identify  any  current  research  that  linked  each  specific, 
identified  sociocultural  factor  within  an  area  to  decision  making.  Each  researcher  also  needed  to 
define  each  factor  and  provide  the  research  rationale  for  including  it  into  the  taxonomy.  This 
approach  provided  the  opportunity  to  first  look  broadly  for  relevant  information,  reach  a 
consensus  on  initial  factors,  and  then  conduct  a  focused  literature  review  on  how  sociocultural 
factors  impact  decision  making. 

After  this  phase  of  the  literature  review  was  completed,  the  researchers  reconvened  to  discuss 
findings  and  to  develop  the  draft  of  the  taxonomy  that  is  presented  in  this  report.  During  this 
discussion,  much  care  was  taken  to  ensure  factors  were  indeed  sociocultural  in  nature  and 
quantifiable  or  describable.  Ensuring  each  factor  is  quantifiable  is  crucial  to  the  validation  of  the 
taxonomy  in  future  research.  With  these  restrictions  and  additional  literature  found,  the 
groupings  were  changed  to  4  major  areas:  demographics,  personality,  experience,  and  context. 
Section  3  of  this  report  defines  the  current  draft  of  the  taxonomy,  the  4  taxonomic  categories,  and 
their  individual  factors.  Section  4  discusses  the  research  behind  why  each  factor  was  included. 


3.  The  Taxonomy:  Categories  and  Definitions 


The  taxonomy  is  divided  into  4  main  categories  of  sociocultural  factors  believed  to  be  influential 
to  decision  making.  Table  1  outlines  the  current  taxonomy. 
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Table  1  Final  draft  taxonomy  of  sociocultural  factors  that  influence  decision  making — categories  and  factors 


Demographics 

Personality 

Experience 

Context 

Age 

Trait  anxiety 

Cultural  exposure 

Information  context 

Ethnicity/ethnic 

identification 

Fearfulness 

Cultural  training  (general) 

Media  environment 

Education/school  level 

Intelligence 

Cultural  training 
(region-specific) 

Mission  context 

Gender 

Cognitive  flexibility 
(uncertainty) 

Expertise 

Physical  environment 

Marital  status 

Coping 

Political  context 

Military  demographics 

Self-efficacy  (Confidence) 

Social  context 

Nationality 

Motivation 

T emporal  context 

Parenthood 

Need  for  achievement 

Place  of  residence 

Locus  of  control 

Race 

Sensation-seeking 

Religion 

Empathy 

Socioeconomic  status 

The  remainder  of  this  section  will  define  each  category  and  provide  definitions  for  each  factor. 

3.1  Demographics 

Demographic  factors  are  often  considered  in  research.  Demographics  refer  to  personal 
characteristics  that  are  often  examined  statistically  within  populations,  such  as  gender,  age, 
religion,  or  marital  status.  Jehn  et  al.  (1997)  suggest  that  demographic  factors  can  be 
characterized  by  2  dimensions:  visibility  and  informational.  Visible  factors  refer  to  things  you 
can  see,  such  as  age,  gender,  and  race.  Informational  factors  include  things  related  to  education 
and  work  experience,  things  that  are  not  seen  but  can  have  other  impacts.  Visible  factors, 
because  they  can  be  seen  by  all  and  cannot  be  hidden,  can  affect  other  people’s  perceptions  and 
behaviors.  However,  informational  factors  can  also  affect  other  people’s  perceptions  and 
behaviors;  the  difference  is  that  informational  factors  may  take  time  and  effort  to  leam  about, 
explore,  and  understand.  In  the  development  and  use  of  this  taxonomy,  it  may  be  important  to 
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consider  if  it  is  useful  to  think  about  demographics  factors  in  terms  of  visible  and  informational 
and  if  those  distinctions  could  have  differential  impacts  on  decision  making. 

Some  demographic  factors  are  relatively  easy  to  collect  and  to  analyze,  such  as  marital  status. 
They  are  factual  information.  For  the  most  part,  demographic  data  can  be  gained  from  direct 
questions.  However,  some  demographic  factors  can  be  more  complex  and  ambiguous.  For 
example,  factors  of  race,  nationality,  and  ethnic  identities  can  be  very  difficult  to  define.  They 
may  even  be  difficult  to  gather.  Single  check  boxes  for  race  (i.e.,  white,  black,  other)  will  not  be 
adequate  for  truly  capturing  the  complexity  of  mixed  race  and  racial  identification  (e.g.,  Herring 
1995;  Payson  1996).  National  and  ethnic  identity,  in  environments  where  there  are  multiple 
identifications,  can  be  very  difficult. 

Nevertheless,  demographic  factors  are  often  categorized  into  discrete  categories.  Because  they 
are  often  considered  as  statistical  data,  demographic  factors  are  often  used  in  statistical  analysis, 
such  as  their  use  as  a  control  variable. 

Table  2  lists  all  of  the  demographic  factors  and  their  definitions. 


6 


Table  2  Factors  and  definitions  of  demographics  taxonomy  element 


Factor 

Description/Definition 

Age 

The  length  of  an  existence  extending  from  the  beginning  to  any  given  time 
(http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/age);  how  many  years  old  an  individual  is 

Ethnicity/Ethnic 

Identification 

Ethnic  quality  or  affiliation — relating  to  large  groups  of  people  classed  according  to  common 
racial,  national,  tribal,  religious,  linguistic,  or  cultural  origin  or  background 
(http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/ethnicity) 

Education/ 

School  level 

The  knowledge  and  development  resulting  from  a  learning  process.  Can  be  in  a  formalized 
setting,  such  as  a  school;  position  or  grade  within  a  school  that  has  been  achieved  (adapted  from 
http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/education) 

Gender 

The  behavioral,  cultural,  or  psychological  traits  typically  associated  with  one  sex  (i.e.,  male  or 
female)  (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/gender) 

Marital  status 

The  condition  of  being  married  or  unmarried 

(http://www.thefreedictionary.com/marital+status);  can  include  other  types  of  married  or 
unmarried  states  (e.g.,  divorced,  separated,  widowed) 

Military 

demographics 

•  Military  status 
subgroups 

•  Military 
training/ 
schooling 

•  Occupational 
Specialty 

•  Rank 

•  Role 

•  Tenure 

Military  population  data  (adapted  from  thefreedictionary.com) 

•  Military  status  subgroups  (active  duty  vs.  reserve)  -  active  duty  are  fill  time  members  of  the 
armed  services  (http://www.thefreedictionary.com/active+duty  and 

http://www.thefreedictionary.com/reserves).  Reserve  components  of  the  United  States  armed 
forces  are  military  organizations  whose  members,  generally  perform  a  minimum  of  39  days  of 
military  duty  per  year  and  who  augment  the  active  duty  (or  full  time)  military  when  necessary. 
The  reserve  components  are  also  referred  to  collectively  as  the  Guard  and  Reserves 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Reserve  components  of  the  United  States  Armed  Forces) 

•  Military  training  -  the  instruction  of  personnel  to  enhance  their  capacity  to  perform  specific 
military  functions  and  tasks  (http://www.thefreedictionary.com/military+training)  education 
and  training  within  the  military;  1 

•  Military  Occupational  Specialty  (MOS)  is  the  duty  or  related  group  of  duties  that  a  Soldier  by 
training,  skill,  and  experience  is  best  qualified  to  perform  and  that  is  a  basis  for  the 
classification,  assignment,  and  advancement  of  enlisted  personnel  (http://www.merriam- 
webster.com/dictionary/mos) 

•  Rank  -  relative  status  in  a  military  organization 
(http://www.thefreedictionary.com/military+training);  military  rating  or  paygrade;  level 
within  the  military  hierarchy;  officer  or  enlisted  levels;  system  of  hierarchical  relationships  in 
armed  forces 

•  Role  -  a  function  or  part  performed  especially  in  a  particular  operation  or  process,  within  the 
military  work  (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/role) 

•  Tenure  in  military  (time  in  service) — the  status  of  holding  one’s  position 
(http://www.thefreedictionary.com/tenure);  amount  of  time  (years/months)  spent  in  active 
duty  or  reserve  units 

Nationality 

National  status;  specifically:  a  legal  relationship  involving  allegiance  on  the  part  of  an 
individual  and  usually  protection  on  the  part  of  the  state;  a  people  having  a  common  origin, 
tradition,  and  language  and  capable  of  forming  or  actually  constituting  a  nation-state 
(http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/nationality) 

Parenthood 

The  state  of  being  a  parent  (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/parenthood);  an 
individual  is  a  parent  or  acts  as  a  parent;  to  rear  and  nurture  a  child;  be  a  father  or  mother 

Place  of 
Residence 

The  place  where  one  lives  (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/residence)  and  how  it 
is  characterized 

7 


Table  2  Factors  and  definitions  of  demographics  taxonomy  element  (continued) 


Factor 

Description/Definition 

Race 

The  term  for  a  large  body  of  persons  who  may  be  thought  of  as  a  unit  because  of 
common  characteristics.  In  the  traditional  biological  and  anthropological  systems  of 
classification,  race  refers  to  a  group  of  persons  who  share  such  genetically  transmitted 
traits  as  skin  color,  hair  texture,  and  eye  shape  or  color:  the  white  race;  the  yellow  race. 

In  reference  to  classifying  the  human  species,  race  is  now  under  dispute  among  modern 
biologists  and  anthropologists.  Some  feel  that  the  term  has  no  biological  validity 
(http://dictionary. reference. com/browse/race?s=t) 

Religion 

The  outward  and  often  social  articulation  of  belief  in  higher  powers,  often  practiced  in  a 
community  setting;  may  include  attendance  of  public  worship  and  participation  in  the 
rituals  particular  to  the  faith  tradition  being  embraced 

(http://dictionary. reference. com/browse/religion?s=t);  a  cause,  principle,  or  system  of 
beliefs  held  to  with  ardor  and  faith  (http://www.merriam- 
webster.com/dictionary/religion) 

Socioeconomic  status 

An  individual’s  or  group’s  position  within  a  hierarchical  social  structure;  depends  on  a 
combination  of  variables,  including  occupation,  education,  income,  wealth,  and  place  of 
residence  (http  ://dictionary. reference. com/browse/socioeconomic%20status?s=t) 

3.2  Personality 

According  to  Warren  and  Carmichael  (1930),  .  .  personality  is  the  entire  mental  organization 

of  a  human  being  at  any  stage  of  his  development.”  More  recently,  Mayer  (2005)  describes 
personality  as,  “An  individual’s  pattern  of  psychological  processes  arising  from  motives, 
feelings,  thoughts,  and  other  major  areas  of  psychological  function.  Personality  is  expressed 
through  its  influences  on  the  body,  in  conscious  mental  life,  and  through  the  individual’s  social 
behavior.”  To  keep  it  simple,  this  taxonomy  will  define  personality  as  a  complex  set  of  traits  that 
distinguish  an  individual’s  behavioral  and  emotional  characteristics. 

Research  demonstrates  that  the  big  5  personality  constructs  (openness,  conscientiousness, 
extraversion,  agreeableness,  and  neuroticism)  strongly  predict  work  behavior  across  time, 
contexts,  and  cultures — in  domestic  settings  and  in  overseas  assignments  (Ang  et  al.  2006).  Ang 
et  al.  (2006)  also  report  that  individual  differences  in  traits  (anxiety,  cognitive  adaptability,  self- 
confidence,  etc.)  “.  .  .  serve  as  predictors  of  proximal  state-like  individual  differences”,  and  they 
are  predictive  of  international  assignments.  American  Soldiers  perfonn  international  full- 
spectrum  operations  and  therefore  it  is  important  that  their  individual  traits  should  be  understood 
and  taken  into  consideration  when  assigned  overseas. 

Table  3  lists  all  of  the  personality  factors  and  their  definitions. 
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Table  3  Factors  and  definitions  personality  taxonomy  element 


Factors 

Description/Definition 

Trait  anxiety 

Reflects  the  existence  of  stable  individual  differences  in  the  tendency  to  respond  with  state 
anxiety  in  the  anticipation  of  threatening  situations;  closely  related  to  the  personality  trait 
of  neuroticism;  may  be  conscious  or  unconscious 
(Schwarzer  1997) 

Fearfulness 

An  unpleasant,  often  strong  emotion  caused  by  anticipation  or  awareness  of  danger  and 
accompanied  by  increased  autonomic  activity;  induces  high  levels  of  anxiety 
(http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/fearfulness) 

Intelligence 

General  mental  ability  involved  in  calculating,  reasoning,  perceiving  relationships  and 
analogies,  learning  quickly,  storing  and  retrieving  information,  using  language  fluently, 
classifying,  generalizing,  and  adjusting  to  new  situations 
(http://www.thefreedictionary.com/intelligence) 

Uncertainty 

(Cognitive 

Flexibility) 

A  state  of  having  limited  knowledge  where  it  is  impossible  to  exactly  describe  existing 
state  or  future  outcome,  more  than  one  possible  outcome;  entails  a  period  of  time 
anticipation  prior  to  confrontation  with  a  potentially  harmful  event  (Bar-Tal  1994;  Greco 
and  Roger  2003) 

Coping  style 

A  person’s  characteristic  strategies  used  in  response  to  life  problems  or  traumas;  include 
problem-focused  thoughts  or  behaviors,  seeking  social  support,  wishful  thinking,  blaming 
self,  and  avoidance  (Vitaliano  et  al.  1987) 

Self-efficacy 

The  belief  that  people  have  in  their  ability  to  exercise  control  over  events  that  affect  their 
lives  (Bandura  1977) 

Motivation 

(intrinsic/extrinsic) 

Intrinsic:  the  doing  of  an  activity  for  its  inherent  satisfaction  rather  than  for  some  separable 
consequence 

Extrinsic:  the  doing  of  an  activity  simply  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  activity  itself,  rather 
than  its  instrumental  value;  external  motivations  involve  rewards  that  are  produced  outside 
the  organism  (e.g.,  coming  from  social  partners)  (Oudeyer  and  Kaplan  2008) 

Need  for 
achievement 

An  enduring  and  consistent  concern  with  setting  and  meeting  high  standards  of 
achievement  influenced  by  internal  and  extrinsic  motivation;  motivates  an  individual  to 
succeed  in  competition,  and  to  excel  in  activities  important  to  him  or  her 
(http://www.businessdictionary.com/defmition/need-for-achievement.html) 

Locus  of  control 

Generalized  expectancies  for  internal  versus  external  control  of  reinforcement. 

Internal:  believe  that  their  own  actions  determine  the  rewards  that  they  obtain 

External:  believe  that  their  own  behavior  doesn't  matter  much  and  that  rewards  in  life  are 
generally  outside  of  their  control  (Rotter  1966) 

Sensation-seeking 

An  individual’s  desire  for  varied,  complex,  novel  and  intense  stimulation  (Zuckerman 

1971);  includes  risk  perception  and  risk  attitude 

Empathy 

The  faculty  to  understand  and  act  in  response  to  unique  affective  experiences  of  another 
person.  It  has  3  components:  1)  an  emotional  response  to  another  person;  2)  a  cognitive 
faculty  to  take  the  perspective  of  the  other  person;  and  3)  some  monitoring  ability  to  keep 
track  of  the  origins  (self  vs.  other)  of  the  experienced  feelings  (Lamm  et  al.  2007);  the 
strategies  used  in  understanding  the  thought,  feelings,  inner  mental  states,  and  motivations 
of  other  people  and  the  ability  to  recognize  that  others  may  have  points  of  view  different 
from  one’s  own 
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3.3  Experience 

In  his  influential  work,  Thoughts  on  Art  and  Life,  Leonardo  DaVinci  advises  to  “avoid  the 
precepts  of  those  thinkers  whose  reasoning  is  not  confirmed  by  experience”  (DaVinci  1906). 
Experience  is  the  apprehension  of  an  object,  thought,  or  emotion  through  the  senses  or  mind, 
either  through  direct  observation  of  or  participation  in  events.  Experience  coupled  with  relevance 
informs  the  basis  of  knowledge.  There  are  2  approaches  to  knowledge  acquisition:  by  structured, 
regimented  programs  or  by  freeform,  unstructured  natural  acquisition.  All  knowledge 
significantly  impacts  sociocultural  intelligence,  thereby  influencing  perception  and  decision 
making.  Both  of  the  aforementioned  methods  of  knowledge  acquisition  will  be  explored  in 
Section  4  to  expound  the  effect  of  cultural  experiences  on  decision  making. 

The  military  currently  provides  numerous  types  of  training  to  increase  Warfighter  cultural 
intelligence,  ranging  from  basic  training,  which  instills  the  Warfighter  ethos,  to  the  progressive 
levels  of  the  professional  military  education  (PME),  which  prepares  military  officers  for 
leadership.  The  US  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command  (TRADOC)  Culture  Center  (TCC) 
educates  and  trains  Soldiers  preparing  for  deployment  in  the  culture  of  the  mission  area  and  by 
providing  tools  to  facilitate  cultural  learning.  There  are  also  language  training  centers  that 
provide  military  transition  teams  (MiTTs)  and  other  personnel  with  language  training  support. 
The  US  Army  Research  Institute  (ARI)  has  developed  programs  and  tools  that  increase  cross- 
cultural  competency  through  simulation  exercises,  gesture  interpretation  training,  and  computer- 
based  learning.  Programs  developed  by  the  Human  Resources  Research  Organization 
(HumRRO)  and  the  North  Carolina  Center  for  World  Languages  &  Cultures  (NCCWLC)  have 
provided  US  forces  with  a  plethora  of  infonnation  about  specific  customs  and  behaviors  that  are 
part  of  national  cultures  around  the  world  (NCCWLC  1996,  Hannaman  1997)  and  have  been 
vital  in  the  training  of  coalition  allies  and  joint  operations,  further  enabling  cross-cultural 
communication. 

Table  4  lists  all  of  the  experience  factors  and  their  definitions. 


Table  4  Factors  and  definitions  of  the  experience  taxonomy  element 


Factor 

Description/Definition 

Cultural  Exposure 

Experiences  related  to  a  region  that  aid  in  developing  a  familiarity  with  or 
understanding  of  the  norms,  values,  and  beliefs  of  that  region  (Crowne  2008) 

Cultural  Training 
(general) 

Teaches  about  a  culture  by  identifying  the  points  on  which  cultures  vary  by  providing 
a  framework  to  consider  cultural  similarities  and  differences  (Abbe  and  Flalpin  2010) 

Cultural  Training 
(region-specific) 

Training  that  provides  descriptive  facts  and  figures  about  a  locale,  conveying 
information  of  immediate  relevance  (Abbe  and  Halpin  2010) 

Expertise 

Specialization  in  a  particular  concept,  skill,  or  knowledge 
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3.4  Context 

The  word  context  has  many  meanings.  However,  in  reference  to  this  taxonomy,  context  is 
defined  as  .  .  the  set  of  circumstances  or  facts  that  surround  a  particular  event,  situation,  etc.” 
(http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/context).  Context  provides  the  background  that 
will  influence  Soldier  and  Commander  decision  making.  It  can  be  described  through  the 
following  factors:  information  context,  media  environment,  mission  context,  physical 
environment,  social  context,  and  temporal  context.  Each  factor  will  be  discussed  in  detail  in 
Section  4. 

Table  5  lists  all  of  the  context  factors  and  their  definitions. 

Table  5  Factors  and  definitions  of  the  context  taxonomy  element 


Factor 

Description/Definition 

Information  context 

The  quantity  and  quality  of  information  available  for  use  in  decision  making. 

Media  environment 

The  extent  to  which  the  media  has  access  to  results  of  decision  making. 

Mission  context 

The  type  of  mission  being  conducted;  humanitarian,  counterinsurgency,  etc. 

Physical  environment 

The  external  surroundings  and  conditions  in  which  something  exists. 

Political  context 

The  political  landscape  of  the  environment  where  decisions  need  to  be  made. 

Social  context 

The  social  climate  of  the  environment  where  decisions  need  to  be  made. 

Temporal  context 

The  time  available  to  make  decisions  and  number  of  decisions  that  need  to  be 
made. 

4.  Reasoning  and  Impact  of  Social  and  Cultural  Factors  on  Decision  Making 
for  the  Taxonomy  Elements 


This  section  discusses  each  of  the  factors  and  the  literature  that  supports  its  inclusion  in  the 
taxonomy.  There  are  a  number  of  studies  that  address  the  effect  of  various  factors  on  decision 
making.  The  studies  are  drawn  from  a  number  of  different  application  areas  including  healthcare, 
management,  government,  and  politics.  The  purpose  of  this  review  is  to  identify  factors  that  have 
been  found  in  some  way  to  affect  decision  making  whether  the  scientific  evidence  was  extensive 
or  minimal. 

Many  of  the  studies  (specifically  within  the  demographic  and  personality  elements)  discuss 
multiple  factors  within  1  study.  Therefore,  some  studies  using  multiple  factors  are  briefly 
described  with  results  sometimes  repeated  in  another  related  section. 

For  example,  1  area  where  decision  making  has  been  examined  extensively  is  in  the  healthcare 
environment.  In  particular,  several  studies  identified  factors  affecting  the  decision  making  of 
patients  about  medical  treatments.  Levinson  et  al.  (2005)  looked  at  how  demographic  variables 
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and  health  affected  patient  preferences  for  participating  in  clinical  treatment  decisions.  The 
results  showed  that,  “Women,  more  educated,  and  healthier  people  were  more  likely  to  prefer  an 
active  role  in  decision  making.  African-American  and  Hispanic  respondents  were  more  likely  to 
prefer  that  physicians  make  the  decisions”.  Age  also  affected  the  preference  for  an  active  role  in 
decision  making,  with  preference  increasing  with  individuals  up  to  45  years  and  then  decreasing. 
These  results  show  that  the  demographic  factors  of  gender,  education,  race,  ethnicity,  and  age 
can  influence  decision  making,  at  least  in  this  health  care  application. 

Another  study  that  addresses  several  demographic  factors  in  the  health  care  area  shows  the  effect 
of  various  kinds  of  media  infonnation  on  decision  making  for  health  care.  The  study  found  that 
education  level,  gender,  and  place  of  residence  influenced  communication  and  decision  making. 
Interestingly,  patient  age  was  not  correlated  (Passalacqua  2004). 

Jackson  et  al.  (1995)  writes  about  the  impact  of  diversity  in  decision-making  teams  and 
addresses  several  demographic  factors.  They  discuss  age  diversity,  gender  diversity,  and 
domestic  cultural  diversity  (identified  as  those  from  non-“majority”  population,  such  as  African- 
Americans  and  Hispanic-Americans).  The  authors  developed  a  framework  for  examining  the 
impact  of  diversity  in  decision-making  teams,  which  includes  considering  the  individual  level, 
interpersonal  level,  and  team  level  of  task-related  and  social  relations  level  factors  within 
organizational  and  societal  contexts.  Within  this  framework,  demographic  factors  are  explicitly 
called  out  and  are  considered  as  part  of  the  “input”  for  the  team  diversity  framework. 
Interestingly,  the  context  is  an  important  consideration  in  the  diversity  and  decision-making 
framework,  just  as  context  (discussed  in  Section  4.4)  is  one  of  the  important  factors  that  is 
included  in  our  taxonomy. 

Another  area  that  is  not  specifically  addressed  within  the  taxonomy  is  the  effect  of  visible  or 
informational  demographic  factors  on  another’s  decision  making.  There  were  a  number  of 
studies  that  show  how  people  perceived  others’  demographics,  particularly  with  visible  or 
observable  factors,  and  how  that  perception  influences  decision  making.  For  example,  physical 
appearance  (e.g.,  gender,  age)  affected  decision  making.  Stereotypes  of  ethnic  groups,  as 
indicated  by  names,  influenced  decision  making  and  acted  as  judgmental  heuristics 
(Bodenhausen  and  Wyer  1985).  Race  influenced  decision  making  (e.g.,  Shuhnan  et  al.  1999; 
Leiber  and  Jamieson  1995).  Non-observable,  informational  demographics  also  affect  decision 
making,  such  as  the  marital  status  of  women  affecting  the  physician-patient  interactions  for 
treatment  of  breast  cancer  (e.g.,  Silliman  et  al.  1997)  or  the  socioeconomic  status  of  a  patient 
affecting  doctor-patient  communication  (e.g.,  Wilems  et  al.  2005).  For  the  purposes  of  this 
taxonomy,  the  researchers  are  looking  at  the  elements  as  characteristics  of  the  decision  maker 
and  how  they  affect  his/her  own  decisions.  But  the  researchers  are  also  mindful  of  the  effect  of 
others’  demographic  characteristics  on  an  individual’s  decision  making. 

Finally,  one  thing  to  keep  in  mind  in  this  literature  review  is  that  much  of  the  research  has  been 
performed  in  the  US,  or  at  least  published  in  English  language  research  journals.  Therefore,  it  is 
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possible  that  there  is  a  cultural  bias  in  the  research,  that  is,  the  findings  may  not  be  generalized 
across  all  cultures.  Of  course,  that  is  one  of  the  purposes  of  looking  at  different  ethnic,  racial,  and 
national  groups.  However,  for  some  of  the  findings,  such  as  for  age  or  marital  status,  there  may 
be  cultural  differences  that  are  not  fully  reflected  in  the  findings  reported. 

4.1  Demographics 

In  the  following  sections,  each  specific  factor  within  the  demographics  category  of  the  taxonomy 
is  addressed.  The  section  identifies  research  on  how  the  factors  affects  decision  making. 

4.1.1  Age 

Age  would  be  considered  a  visible  demographic  variable  because,  for  the  most  part,  a  person  can 
guess  the  relative  ages  of  individuals  by  visible  cues.  A  number  of  studies  have  shown  that  age  is 
related  to  decision  making.  Levinson  et  al.  (2005)  found  that  individuals  up  to  45  years  old 
preferred  active  roles  in  health  care  decision  making  and  after  45  years  old,  they  showed  a 
decreasing  preference  for  active  roles. 

Martin  et  al.  (2005)  found  age  related  to  decision  making,  particularly  to  different  decision¬ 
making  styles.  The  authors  surveyed  the  literature  to  detennine  if  there  were  individual  factors 
that  were  associated  with  different  kinds  of  decision-making  style.  They  found  both  age  and 
gender  related  to  decision-making  style,  although  more  literature  is  available  on  the  connection 
of  age  and  styles.  Several  researchers  (e.g.,  Chen  and  Sun  2003;  Kim  and  Hasher  2005;  Riggle 
and  Johnson  1996)  found  that  older  adults,  as  compared  to  younger  adults,  have  slower 
information  processing,  shorter  working  memory  span,  and  other  cognitive  changes  that  lead  to 
using  satisfying  heuristics  in  which  they  did  not  use  all  information  but  made  decisions  that  are 
“good  enough”  (i.e.,  satisfying). 

Not  all  studies  found  correlations  of  age  with  decision  making.  For  example,  Passalacqua,  (2004) 
did  not  find  a  correlation  of  patient  age  with  effects  of  media  infonnation  for  healthcare  decision 
making. 

4.1.2  Ethnicity/Ethnic  Identification 

In  trying  to  identify  the  effect  of  ethnicity  on  decision  making,  one  of  the  observations  is  that 
there  is  a  fine  line  between  race  and  ethnicity.  Indeed,  some  studies  (e.g.,  Kwak  and  Haley  2005) 
combine  the  two  descriptors  together,  for  example,  they  say  “we  reviewed  the  research  literature 
on  racial  or  ethnic  diversity  and  end-of-life  decision  making  in  order  to  identify  key  findings  and 
to  provide  recommendations  for  future  research.”  Depending  on  the  specific  study,  being 
Hispanic-American,  African-American,  Asian- American,  or  European-American  can  be 
identified  as  an  ethnic  group  or  as  a  racial  group.  Ethnic  groups  are  “. .  .any  group  which  is 
defined  or  set  off  by  race,  religion,  or  national  origin,  or  some  combination  of  these  categories,” 
(Gordon  1964). 
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Kwak  and  Haley  (2005)  did  find  differences  among  groups  and  suggest  that  “clinical  care  and 
policy  should  recognize  the  variety  of  values  and  preferences  found  among  diverse  racial  or 
ethnic  groups.”  Cox  et  al.  (1991)  examined  individuals  from  various  ethnic  groups  including 
Asian-,  Hispanic-,  and  Black-Americans  and  found  that  groups  of  people  from  collectivist 
cultural  traditions  showed  more  cooperative  behavior  than  groups  of  individuals  from 
individualistic  cultural  traditions.  This  again  shows  potential  differences  among  ethnicity  and 
behavior,  including  differences  in  decision  making. 

Ethnic  identification  has  also  been  examined  with  regard  to  marketing  of  products.  Webster 
(1990-91)  found  that  different  attitudes  toward  marketing  practices  were  identified  among 
Anglo-Americans  and  Hispanic  subpopulations  of  Spanish-speaking  and  English-speaking 
families. 

During  this  literature  review,  the  researcher  did  identify  an  article  describing  the  “ethnosizer,”  a 
measurement  tool  for  the  intensity  of  a  person’s  ethnic  identity  (Constant  et  al.  2009).  Such  a 
measurement  tool  might  be  useful  in  the  future  if  ethnic  identity  becomes  an  important  variable 
in  research. 

4.1.3  Education/School  Level 

Education  contributes  to  decision  making  by  providing  a  better  ability  to  obtain  and  use 
information  efficiently.  This  was  demonstrated  in  Huffman’s  (1974)  study  of  fanners  making 
decisions  about  crop  production  in  which  infonnation  is  imperfect.  Huffman  found  that 
education  was  positively  related  to  the  ability  of  farmers  to  adjust  appropriately  the  amount  of 
fertilizer  used.  Levinson  et  al.  (2005)  also  found  more  educated  individuals  preferred  to  be  more 
active  in  healthcare  decision  making  than  less  educated  individuals. 

4.1.4  Gender 

Gender  is  related  to  decision-making  style  (Martin  et  al.  2005).  The  authors  found  one  study  that 
identified  girls  as  more  likely  to  think  about  others,  called  a  prosocial  strategy,  in  decision 
making  as  compared  with  boys.  There  does  seem  to  be  some  evidence  that  the  two  genders  make 
different  style  decisions  (see  Passalacqua  2004  and  Levinson  et  al.  2005)  making  gender  a  factor 
to  include  in  the  taxonomy. 

4.1.5  Marital  Status 

The  influence  of  marital  status  on  decision  making  is  less  clear  than  some  other  demographic 
factors.  Coyne  and  Anderson  (1999),  for  example,  found  that,  for  married  women,  husbands 
were  more  involved  and  influential  than  other  female  relatives  in  decisions  about  genetic  testing 
for  breast  cancer  risk.  Other  research  (e.g.,  Yellen  and  Celia  1995)  did  not  find  marital  status  to 
be  a  predictor  of  decision  making  in  the  case  of  health  care  treatment. 
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4.1.6  Military  Demographics 

Military  demographics  (and  the  related  demographic  characteristics  of  rank,  military  status 
subgroups  (reserve  versus  active),  position  (MOS),  military  training/schooling,  time  in  service, 
role,  is  maintained  within  the  taxonomy  even  though  no  specific  information  was  found  on  the 
effects  of  military  demographics  on  decision  making.  These  are  demographic  factors  that  are 
unique  to  a  military  population  and  therefore  seen  as  important  to  consider.  This  may  be  a  gap  in 
the  literature  where  more  infonnation  needs  to  be  generated.  It  may  also  be  that  information 
specific  to  the  military  may  be  more  difficult  to  find  in  open  literature  sources. 

4.1.7  Nationality 

Nationality  is  easily  defined  and  gathered  via  interview.  Nationality  is  often  used  as  a  variable  in 
cultural  impact  studies.  For  example,  Hofstede’s  classification  of  cultural  dimensions  has 
identified  the  degree  that  various  nationalities  exhibit  those  cultural  dimensions  (see  http://geert- 
hofstede.com/national-culture.html,  for  examples). 

Other  studies  have  used  nationality  as  an  independent  variable  to  assess  the  effect  of  nationality 
on  various  kinds  of  decision  making.  For  example,  Loe  et  al.  (2000)  pulled  together  literature 
examining  ethical  decision  making  and  found  that  there  were  mixed  results  regarding  the  effect 
of  nationality.  Within  the  10  studies  listed  in  the  Loe  et  al.  review,  some  of  the  studies  had  no 
significant  differences  among  nationalities  for  ethical  decision  making.  In  other  studies,  there  are 
some  differences — among  nationalities  in  ethical  decision  making  considerations,  such  as 
“foreign  students  are  more  ethical  than  US  students”  (Hegarty  and  Sims,  1978,  cited  in  Loe  et  al., 
2000)  or  “US  managers  consider  ethical  issues  to  be  more  important  than  UK  managers” 
(Roberston  and  Schlegehnilch  1993,  cited  in  Loe  et  al.  2000). 

4.1.8  Parenthood 

Another  healthcare  study  on  the  influence  of  social  factors  on  choosing  aggressive  cancer 
treatment  showed  that  having  children  living  at  home  was  associated  with  more  aggressive 
treatment  preferences.  Living  with  others  also  predicated  more  aggressive  intent,  although 
marital  status  did  not  predict  acceptance  of  aggressive  treatments  (Yellen  and  Celia  1995). 
Parenthood,  therefore,  was  shown  to  be  associated  with  decision  making  on  cancer  treatment 
options. 

4.1.9  Place  of  Residence 

Passalacqua  (2004)  did  find  that  place  of  residence  was  related  to  the  effect  of  media  infonnation 
on  healthcare  decision  making.  This  was  a  very  specific  finding.  However,  it  does  indicate  that 
where  one  lives  may  be  related  to  specific  decisions  made.  While  the  place  of  residence  may  be 
an  indicator,  or  correlated  with,  other  data,  such  as  socioeconomic  status,  the  place  of  residence 
could  be  relatively  easy  data  to  gather. 
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4.1.10  Race 

Levinson  et  al.  (2005)  did  find  that,  in  this  study,  African-Americans  and  Hispanics  were  more 
likely  to  prefer  a  particular  approach  to  health  care  decision  making  than  other  groups. 

McKinley  et  al.  (1996)  found  that  African-American  (black)  and  white  individuals  made 
different  decisions  regarding  end-of-life  care,  such  as  the  use  of  life-sustaining  treatments  and 
living  wills,  even  when  socioeconomic  factors  were  controlled.  The  study  examined  possible 
reasons  for  the  “ethnic  differences”,  such  as  black  patients  trust  the  health  care  system  less  or 
feel  less  sure  that  living  wills  will  give  them  control  over  end-of-life  care. 

Finucane  et  al.  (2000)  found  that  white  males  perceived  risk  less  than  others  and  the  reasons  may 
be  quite  complex.  For  the  purposes  of  this  taxonomy,  the  authors’  work  reported  that  risks  are 
judged  lower  by  white  people  than  others  and  that  men  judged  risk  lower  than  women,  showing 
that  both  race  and  gender  made  a  difference  in  risk  perception. 

4.1.11  Religion 

Research  suggests  that  individuals  with  greater  religiosity  are  more  risk  averse,  as  measured  by 
financial  measures  of  returns  (Hilary  and  Hui  2009).  Dyreng  et  al.  (2012)  examined  how 
religious  social  norms  (using  religious  adherence  in  the  company  headquarters’  country).  They 
found  that  high-religious  adherence  was  associated  with  less  tax  avoidance  and  other  financial 
reporting  discrepancies,  confirming  the  idea  that  religion  influences  economic  choices  and 
decision  making.  Loe  et  al.  (2000)  identified  literature  regarding  the  effect  of  various  individual 
and  organization  factors  on  ethical  decision  making.  There  were  mixed  results  on  the  effect  of 
religion.  Only  1  of  the  3  studies  identified  within  their  review  show  that  some  strong  religious 
beliefs  were  related  to  negative  attitudes  about  some  acceptable  behaviors.  The  other  2  studies 
found  no  significant  differences  among  different  religious  groups. 

4.1.12  Socioeconomic  Status 

One  of  the  issues  with  some  of  the  demographic  factors  is  that  there  can  be  correlations  among 
factors,  such  as  those  who  are  in  racial  minority  communities,  may  be  socioeconomically 
disadvantaged  and  have  less  education  (e.g.,  Feinstein  1993). 

4.2  Personality 

This  taxonomy  includes  several  traits  in  the  area  of  personality.  As  presented  earlier  in  Section 
1.2.2.,  a  trait  is  defined  as  a  defining  characteristic  of  a  person.  In  this  section,  traits  are 
discussed  according  to  their  definitions,  the  literature  available,  and  why  they  are  included  in  the 
taxonomy. 
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4.2.1  Trait  Anxiety 

One  of  the  more  prevalent  traits  and  one  that  is  very  predictive  of  state  arousal  is  trait  anxiety. 
Trait  anxiety  reflects  the  existence  of  stable  individual  differences  in  a  predisposition  to  respond 
with  state  anxiety  in  the  anticipation  of  threatening  situations.  It  is  closely  related  to  the 
personality  trait  of  1  of  the  big  5,  neuroticism.  More  recently,  anxiety  is  linked  to  the  need  to 
choose  between  options.  It  is  believed  that,  when  people  need  to  make  a  decision  with  too  many 
options  or  not  enough  time  to  gather  adequate  infonnation,  they  will  experience  state  (or 
transient)  anxiety.  This  state  level  will  influence  their  abilities  to  make  the  decision.  It  is  in  this 
type  of  situation  where  their  trait  anxiety  will  mitigate  or  aggravate  their  arousal  level. 
Additionally,  trait  positive  affect  or  well-being  is  known  to  be  a  distinguishing  factor  between 
elite/non-elite  combat  units  (Gal  and  Jones  1999). 

4.2.2  Fearfulness 

Fear  is  a  vital  response  to  physical  and  emotional  danger  to  protect  an  individual  from  legitimate 
threats  (http://www.psychologytoday.com/basics/fear).  However,  people  often  fear  situations 
that  are  far  from  life-or-death  so  they  tend  to  avoid  any  such  situation.  For  example,  they  might 
fear  public  speaking  or  fear  having  to  communicate  with  others.  Although  the  literature 
addressing  the  effects  of  fear  on  decision  making  is  limited,  the  study  of  fear  itself  is  well 
researched.  Fear  is  often  associated  with  negative  emotions,  usually  with  anxiety.  It  is  believed 
that  persons  prone  to  fear  perceive  threats  are  especially  close  to  them  (Perkins  et  al.  2010). 

Their  fear  is  associated  with  defensive  reactions  that  induce  high  levels  of  anxiety.  Although  fear 
and  anxiety  are  believed  to  be  separate  emotions,  they  trade  off  as  needed  to  provide  the  body’s 
reactions  as  situations  change.  In  this  case,  anxiety  would  take  over  and  be  accompanied  by  a 
“behavioral  response  of  risk  assessment.”  The  Reinforcement  Sensitive  Theory  (RST)  postulates 
that  the  fight-flight-freeze  system,  the  behavioral  approach  system,  and  the  behavioral  inhibition 
systems  work  together  to  mediate  fear,  the  emotion  of  anticipatory  pleasure,  and  anxiety. 
Together  these  systems  work  “paradigmatically  between  approach  and  avoidance,  especially 
threatening  stimuli  that  must  be  faced”  (Perkins  et  al.  2010).  Although  humans  are  capable  of 
retaining  considerable  amounts  of  infonnation  helpful  to  making  a  decision,  they  often  forget  to 
use  that  knowledge  choosing  instead  to  make  decisions  based  on  emotions  (Sanbonmatsu  and 
Fazio  1990).  It  is  believed  that  expertise  moderates  the  emotional  decision-making  process 
(Coget  et  al.  2011). 

4.2.3  Intelligence 

Because  there  are  multiple  types  of  intelligence,  intelligence  is  discussed  in  general  for  the 
purposes  of  this  taxonomy.  Intelligence  is  a  combination  of  2  fundamental  abilities:  fluid  ability 
and  crystallized  ability.  Fluid  ability  is  considered  innate,  as  in  basic  reasoning  skills. 

Crystallized  ability  is  considered  the  infonnation  and  skills  acquired  through  experience  in  a 
cultural  environment. 
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In  psychology  research,  intelligence  can  be  defined  as  the  totality  of  mental  processes  involved 
in  adapting  to  the  environment  or  as  a  “general  mental  ability  involved  in  calculating,  reasoning, 
perceiving  relationships  and  analogies,  learning  quickly,  storing  and  retrieving  information, 
using  language  fluently,  classifying,  generalizing,  and  adjusting  to  new  situations.” 

(http  ://encyclopedia2 .  thefreedictionary .  com/Intelligence+(trait)) 

Broder  reported  that  intelligence  detennines  which  strategy  people  will  use  to  make  a  decisions 
(2003).  He  stated  that  the  more  intelligent  participants  were  more  likely  to  make  the  simplest 
decision.  Moreover,  not  only  do  they  make  rational  decisions  but  they  usually  also  maximize  the 
expected  benefits. 

4.2.4  Cognitive  Flexibility  (Handling  Uncertainty) 

Ang  et  al.  (2006)  point  out  that  cognitive  adaptability  or  flexibility  is  predictive  of  performance 
on  international  work  assignments.  Understand  this  trait  means  knowing  what  cognitive 
flexibility  means.  In  terms  of  traits,  an  individual’s  ability  to  handle  uncertain  situations  will 
determine  that  individual’s  cognitive  flexibility.  Uncertainty  is  a  mental  state  of  having  limited 
knowledge  in  which  it  is  impossible  to  describe  exactly  the  existing  present  or  future  outcomes 
and  in  which  more  than  one  possible  outcome  exists.  Gal  and  Jones  (1995)  report  that 
uncertainty  takes  on  2  forms  in  war:  temporal  uncertainty  and  event  uncertainty.  Temporal 
uncertainty  involves  knowing  the  event  but  not  knowing  when  the  event  will  occur.  Event 
uncertainty  involves  knowing  when  the  event  will  occur  but  not  knowing  the  nature  of  the  event. 
Although  these  issues  tend  to  be  acute  in  nature,  an  individual’s  innate  ability  to  handle 
uncertainty  will  act  as  a  mediator  to  the  stress  response. 

Bar-Tal  (1994)  describes  uncertainty  as  “the  effect  on  mundane  decision  making  of  the  need  and 
ability  to  achieve  cognitive  structure.”  According  to  recent  research  (Cosenzo  et  al.  2005),  if  a 
person’s  trait  is  reported  as  having  a  low  need  for  cognitive  structure  and  a  high  need  for 
cognitive  flexibility,  then  that  person  would  be  able  to  perform  better  in  an  unfamiliar,  uncertain 
decision-making  task.  In  contrast,  a  person  whose  trait  is  having  a  high  need  for  cognitive 
structure  and  a  low  need  for  cognitive  flexibility  is  less  likely  to  perform  better  in  an  unfamiliar, 
uncertain  decision  making  task.  The  trait  of  uncertainty,  then,  will  mitigate  or  aggravate  the  state 
level  of  uncertainty.  Grego  and  Roger  (2003)  report  that  uncertainty  is  related  to  individual 
differences  and  is  of  itself  stressful.  Tannert  et  al.  (2007)  developed  a  visual  model  of 
uncertainty.  See  Fig.  1. 
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Fig.  1  Adapted  from  Tannert’s  visual  model  of  uncertainty  (freely  available  [in  public  domain]  from 
http://en.wikipedia.Org/wiki/File:Uncertainty.svg) 


4.2.5  Coping 

Within  their  psychological  model  of  combat  stress,  Gal  and  Jones  (1995)  discuss  the  appraisal 
process  as  the  “bridge”  between  the  external  factors  and  the  Soldier’s  response  to  those  factors. 
That  it  is  a  “combination  of  the  soldier’s  perception  and  evaluation  of  both  the  situation  and 
his/her  own  capability  to  cope  with  it.”  Personality  coping  strategies  are  known  to  mitigate  acute 
stress  (Patton  et  al.  in  review).  The  mechanism  an  individual  uses  to  cope  with  external  or 
internal  emotion  will  detennine  the  outcome  of  the  response  to  the  situation.  Lazarus  and 
Folkman  (1984)  define  coping  as  the  “constantly  changing  cognitive  and  behavioral  efforts  to 
manage  specific  external  and/or  internal  demands  that  are  appraised  as  taxing  or  as  exceeding  the 
resources  of  the  person.”  Vitaliano  et  al.  (1987)  validated  the  Revised  Ways  of  Coping 
questionnaire  that  measures  an  individual’s  coping  personality. 

Coping  personality  is  an  individual’s  characteristic  strategy  to  use  in  response  to  acute  stressors. 
The  coping  styles  identified  in  this  questionnaire  are:  Problem  Focused,  Avoidance,  Wishful 
Thinking,  Seeking  Social  Support,  and  Blaming  Self.  Of  these  styles,  aggressive  coping 
mechanisms,  problem  focused,  and  seeking  social  support  are  predictive  of  better  performance 
versus  the  more  maladaptive  coping  mechanisms,  wishful  thinking,  avoidance,  and  blaming  self 
(Patton  et  al.  in  review;  Fatkin  and  Patton,  2008). 

4.2.6  Self-Efficacy  (Confidence) 

According  to  Bandura  (1995),  an  individual’s  self-efficacy  detennines  if  a  coping  behavior  will 
be  initiated.  For  Bandura  (1995),  self-efficacy  is  the  belief  people  have  in  their  abilities  to 
control  events  that  affect  their  lives.  Self-efficacy  has  3  components:  1)  magnitude,  which  refers 
to  belief  about  performance  in  increasingly  difficult  aspects  of  the  task;  2)  strength,  or  the  effort 
expended  to  maintain  the  behavior  in  the  face  of  obstacles;  and  3)  generality,  or  the  broadness  of 
the  applicability  of  the  belief.  Human  behavior  is  affected  by  self-efficacy  beliefs  through 


19 


cognitive,  motivational,  affective,  and  decisional  processes  (Bandura  and  Locke  2003).  It  is 
believed  that  self-efficacy  is  the  most  central  and  pervasive  mechanisms  of  the  human  agencies. 
The  core  belief  that  guides  and  motivates  an  individual’s  actions  is  self-efficacy;  without  self- 
efficacy,  individuals  have  little  incentive  to  act  or  continue  when  facing  challenges.  According  to 
Bandura  (1997),  people  with  high  self-efficacy  in  their  abilities  to  make  decisions  are  more 
effective  in  making  complex  decisions.  Thus,  efficacy  results  in  better  solutions  and  in  more 
successful  outcomes. 

4.2.7  Motivation 

Motivation  is  closely  tied  to  self-efficacy.  Motivation  can  be  defined  as  a  process  that  elicits, 
controls,  and  maintains  certain  behaviors.  Azari  et  al.  (2010)  discuss  how  differences  in  Soldier’s 
motivations  may  mitigate  the  effects  of  cultural  stress.  Moreover,  Azari  et  al.  (2010)  believe 
motivation  can  also  help  manage  cultural  stress,  possibly  even  preventing  cultural  stress.  There 
are  2  distinct  types  of  motivation:  intrinsic  and  extrinsic.  Intrinsic  motivation  refers  to  motivation 
that  comes  from  inside  individuals,  such  as  an  action  that  makes  them  feel  good  to  complete 
versus  receiving  some  sort  of  external  reward  for  completing  that  action.  Extrinsic  motivation 
then  refers  to  motivation  that  comes  from  external  sources,  such  as  from  receiving  money  or 
making  good  grades,  or  being  promoted.  According  to  the  Self-Determination  Theory  (SDT) 
“extrinsic  motivation  can  be  internalized  by  the  individual  if  the  task  fits  with  their  values  and 
beliefs  and  therefore  helps  to  fulfill  their  basic  psychological  needs”  (Deci  and  Ryan  1985).  This 
description  shows  that,  while  intrinsic  and  extrinsic  motivations  are  different,  there  are  times 
when  extrinsic  motivation  can  become  intrinsic  motivation.  SDT  focuses  on  the  degree  to  which 
an  individual’s  behavior  is  self-motivated  and  self-determined  and  is  the  macro  theory  of  human 
motivation  and  personality,  concerning  people's  inherent  growth  tendencies,  and  their  innate 
psychological  needs.  It  is  concerned  with  the  motivation  behind  the  choices  that  people  make 
without  any  external  influence  and  interference  (Deci  and  Ryan  1985). 

Botelho  and  Coelho  (1996)  suggest  that  a  significant  relation  exists  between  “effort  allocated  to 
the  decision  process  and  the  motivation  of  the  decision  maker”.  Forgas  (1992,  1994,  2001) 
developed  a  model  with  4  distinct  styles  of  decision  making.  These  styles  correspond  with  4 
infonnation-processing  strategies:  “direct  access  to  stored  infonnation,  heuristic  infonnation 
processing,  motivated  information  processing,  and  substantive  infonnation  processing.”  Botelho 
and  Coelho  (1996)  believe  that  decisions  are  made  based  on  motivation  to  search  for  information 
and  that  infonnation  may  be  in  long-term  memory  or  not  available  yet.  Motivation  also 
influences  if  information  will  be  ignored  and  what  infonnation  will  be  ignored.  This  motivation 
is  influenced  by  the  need  for  the  desired  outcome,  desire  for  structure,  and  the  need  for  accuracy 
or  achievement. 

4.2.8  Need  for  Achievement 

The  need  for  achievement  is  believed  to  influence  goal  setting.  Reports  of  higher  standards  or 
higher  goal  setting  have  shown  a  positive  correlation  with  personal  ability  (Phillips  and  Gully 
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1997).  The  business  community  describes  the  need  for  achievement  as  a  trait  characterized  by  an 
enduring  and  consistent  concern  with  setting  and  meeting  high  standards  of  achievement.  This 
need  is  influenced  by  an  internal  drive  for  action  (intrinsic  motivation)  and  by  the  pressure 
exerted  by  the  expectations  of  others  (extrinsic  motivation).  Measured  by  thematic  appreciation 
tests,  need  for  achievement  motivates  an  individual  to  succeed  in  competition  and  to  excel  in 
activities  important  to  him  or  her  (http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/need-for- 
achievement.html).  Thus  the  need  for  achievement  is  closely  related  to  if  not  driven  by 
motivation,  both  intrinsic  and  extrinsic  and  therefore  a  factor  that  affects  decision  making. 

4.2.9  Locus  of  Control 

Locus  of  control  (LOC)  is  believed  to  be  either  internal  or  external  belief.  Internal  LOC  refers  to 
the  belief  that  individuals’  own  behaviors  determine  the  rewards  they  obtain.  External  LOC 
refers  to  the  belief  that  individuals’  own  behavior  does  not  matter;  rewards  afforded  are  generally 
outside  their  control  (Rotter  1966).  Rotter  (2006)  states  the  men  are  more  inclined  to  have  an 
internal  LOC  compared  to  women.  He  (Rotter  2006)  also  states  that,  in  general,  an  internal  LOC 
is  seen  as  more  desirable.  The  LOC  influences  how  a  person  makes  decisions.  A  more  general 
LOC  is  predictive  of  behavior  in  novel,  unknown  situations;  a  state-like  LOC  is  predictive  of 
behavior  in  more  structured  settings  (Anderson  et  al.  2005).  Those  who  make  decisions  on  their 
own  tend  be  more  internal  while  those  considered  having  an  external  LOC  make  decisions  based 
more  on  what  they  feel  others  want.  External  LOCs  tend  to  be  more  stressed  and  depressed 
because  of  their  awareness  with  the  situation  and  life  strains  (Rotter  2006). 

4.2.10  Sensation  Seeking 

Sensation  seeking  is  an  individual’s  desire  for  varied,  complex,  novel,  and  intense  stimulation.  It 
is  believed  that  men  are  more  likely  to  be  high-sensation  seekers  than  women.  It  is  believed  that 
sensation  seeking  and  decision  making  are  hannonious  in  the  decision-making  process 
(Donohew  et  al.  2000).  Research  shows  that  high-sensation  seekers  who  partake  in  risky 
situations  may  also  make  impulsive  decisions.  Low-sensation  seekers  tend  to  make  rational 
decisions  by  using  beliefs  about  consequences  compared  to  the  high-sensation  seeker  who  make 
decisions  based  on  effect  and  physiological  cues  (Donohew  et  al.  2000).  Zuckerman  (1971) 
states  that  high  sensation  seekers  have  lower  levels  of  monoamine  oxidase  (MAO)  type  B,  an 
enzyme  involved  in  the  regulation  of  neuro transmitters,  particularly  dopamine. 
Dehydroepiandrosterone  (DHEA)  is  believed  to  enhance  the  acquisition  and  consolidation  stages 
of  memory  in  animal  models  of  memory  and,  as  such,  may  play  a  role  in  age-dependent 
cognitive  decline.  MAO  and  DHEA  peak  in  the  late  teens  and  early  20s  (a  large  percentage  of 
the  military  is  in  this  range)  and  gradually  declines  with  age  as  do  levels  of  testosterone.  MAO, 
which  is  low  in  high-sensation  seekers,  increases  in  the  blood  and  the  brain  with  age.  Research  is 
currently  being  conducted  to  investigate  the  effects  of  DHEA  supplementation  on  perfonnance  in 
extreme  environments.  Interestingly,  in  years  of  research  conducted  by  the  ARL-HRED,  Soldiers 
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tend  to  report  higher  baseline  sensation  seeking  compared  to  non-Soldiers  (Fatkin  and  Patton, 
2008). 

4.2.11  Empathy 

Empathy  is  defined  as  a  “process  of  humanizing  objects,  of  reading  or  feeling  ourselves  into 
them”  (Titchener  1924).  Others  believe  empathy  has  an  affective  component  and  yet  others 
believe  empathy  has/contains  a  cognitive  component.  It  is  believed  to  play  a  central  role  in  social 
interaction.  Empathy  can  either  be  innate  or  taught,  that  is,  a  person  can  be  taught  to  be  more 
empathetic.  Narcissists  and  psychopaths  do  not  show  empathy  or  have  the  capability  to  be 
empathetic.  There  is  not  a  clear  definition  that  determines  empathy  as  a  true  trait  but  rather 
defines  empathy  more  as  a  capacity.  The  capability  to  show  empathy  is  known  to  play  a  key  role 
in  social  relationships.  Most  research  on  empathy  and  decision  making  revolves  around  ethical 
decisions,  such  as  decisions  made  in  the  medical  field.  Other  research  involves  rape  cases. 
Olsen-Fulero  and  Fulero  (1997)  research  the  ways  empathy  affects  decision  making  in  a  military 
context  or  empathy  in  general  is  limited  in  a  military  context.  Empathy  is  worth  investigation; 
therefore,  it  is  part  of  this  taxonomy. 

4.3  Experience 

This  section  describes  the  research  identified  in  the  literature  that  demonstrates  support  for  each 
specific  experience  factor  having  a  relationship  with  decision  making.  Experience  can  be 
attained  either  by  unstructured  natural  acquisition  or  by  regimented  programming.  It  is  important 
to  note  that  the  idiosyncrasies  of  a  culture  like  gestures,  traditional  posturing,  and  greetings 
cannot  be  learned  in  half-day  classroom  presentations  or  through  general  culture  training.  Certain 
elements  of  culture  are  best  learned  through  practice,  by  immersion,  or  through  simulation 
training. 

4.3.1  Cultural  Exposure 

Cultural  exposure  is  critical  in  establishing  the  image  of  the  military  to  the  host  population 
because  it  facilitates  positive  cross-cultural  interaction.  Cultural  exposure  contributes  to  decision 
making  by  providing  a  viewpoint  from  which  the  decision-making  process  begins.  It  is  defined 
as  experiences  related  to  a  region  that  aid  in  developing  a  familiarity  with  or  understanding  of  the 
nonns,  values,  and  beliefs  of  that  region  and  is  likely  to  contribute  to  higher  cultural  intelligence 
(Crowne  2008).  Natural  acquisition  cultural  training  or  cultural  exposure  can  be  further 
subdivided  into  the  following  categories:  family  culture,  interactions  with  multiple  cultures, 
previous  occupation,  and  travel.  All  of  these  experience  methods  are  considered  informal 
whereas  cultural  knowledge  is  acquired  through  life  experiences.  The  first  teacher  of  culture  is 
the  family.  Family  tradition  often  coincides  with  that  of  the  greater  cultural  group  and  is  passed 
down  from  generation  to  generation.  The  household  environment  and  ethnic  culture  in  which 
individuals  are  raised  greatly  defines  and  shapes  their  core  values  of  self  and  their  ability  to 
relate  to  people  of  other  cultures.  Hsee  and  Weber  (1999)  found  that  the  inherent  influence  of 
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culture  affects  basic  judgment,  decision  making,  and,  rightly,  risk  preference.  Their  study 
demonstrated  that  the  Chinese  were  significantly  more  risk  seeking  than  Americans.  It  has  also 
been  demonstrated  that  various  ethnic  groups  are  more  or  less  likely  to  take  risks  (Vrendenburgh 
and  Cohen  1995),  thereby  affecting  the  decision-making  processes  of  individuals  of  those 
groups. 

Experiential  learning  enhances  people’s  knowledge  by  providing  a  large,  almost  intuitive 
foundational  skill  set  from  which  to  draw  when  making  decisions.  Knowledge  learned  through 
environments,  such  as  work,  travel,  and  family  expand  cultural  intelligence  by  influencing 
perception  and  perspective  taking,  which  is/are  fundamental  to  social  interaction  and  decision 
making.  A  study  investigating  decision  response  times  in  a  dynamic  tactical  scenario  found  that 
participants  with  greater  command-post  experience  knowledge  took  longer  to  assess  a  situation 
than  the  less  experienced  participants  group  yet  took  less  time  to  select  a  course  of  action  than 
the  less  experienced  group,  thus  further  demonstrating  that  exposure  to  experiences  influences 
decision  processing  (Kobus  et  al.  2000).  The  natural  acquisition  method  of  cultural  awareness 
and  understanding  is  partially  sufficient  when  working  in  multicultural  and  multinational 
environments.  Formal  training  in  communicative,  behavioral,  and  attitudinal  skills  are  required 
in  addition  to  cultural  exposure  for  successful  interaction  with  individuals  of  other  cultures. 

4.3.2  Cultural  Training  (General) 

Current  military  language  and  culture  strategies  aim  at  building  and  maintaining  a 
comprehensive  approach  to  increasing  cultural  and  language  skills  and  regional  expertise  to  close 
gaps  in  capabilities  for  facilitating  successful  operations.  The  military  institutes  specific  language 
and  culture  strategies  aimed  at  building  and  maintaining  a  comprehensive  approach  to  increasing 
cultural  and  language  skills  and  regional  expertise  to  close  gaps  in  capabilities  to  facilitate 
successful  operations.  The  TRADOC — TCC  educates  Soldiers  in  cultural  competency  through  2 
broad  approach  areas  typical  of  most  culture  training:  general  culture  training  and  region  specific 
culture  training.  These  2  types  of  fonnal  culture  training  (culture  general  and  region  specific) 
should  be  experienced  to  increase  one’s  cultural  awareness.  General  cultural  training  teaches 
about  a  culture  by  identifying  the  points  on  which  cultures  vary,  providing  a  framework  to 
consider  cultural  similarities  and  differences  while  region  specific  focuses  on  particular  locales 
Abbe  and  Halpin  (2010).  Culture  general  training  does  not  provide  the  agility  needed  to  adjust  to 
local  conditions  but  it  does  improve  cultural  intelligence.  Research  shows  that  low  cultural 
intelligence  can  lead  to  problems  in  new  cultural  settings;  miscommunication,  insult, 
embarrassment,  etc.  (Crowne  2008).  General  culture  training  provides  the  framework  for 
comprehending  region-specific  training  and  ultimately  improves  decision  making.  Culture 
general  training  was  included  as  part  of  this  taxonomy  because  the  type  and  level  of  cultural 
education  influences  perception  and  therefore  decision  making. 


23 


4.3.3  Cultural  Training  (Region-Specific) 

Region-specific  cultural  training  provides  descriptive  facts  and  figures  about  a  locale,  conveying 
information  of  immediate  relevance  on  a  mission  required,  as-needed  basis  while  culture  general 
teaches  the  points  on  which  cultures  vary,  providing  a  framework  to  consider  cultural  similarities 
and  differences  and  helping  to  inform  decisions  (Abbe  and  Halpin  2010).  Region  specific 
training  does  not  provide  knowledge  that  may  be  easily  transferable  or  applicable  to  other 
regions.  It  focuses  on  the  specific  descriptive  facts  and  figures  of  a  region’s  government,  history, 
and  development,  which  would  prove  meaningless  in  a  mission  centered  on  another  region  of  the 
same  culture  area.  Region  specific  training  may  provide  infonnation  that  may  be  too  specific  and 
may  not  include  the  most  up-to-date  cultural  information  for  a  region  but  is  still  beneficial  given 
the  complexity  of  social  cultural  factors  in  decision  making. 

4.3.4  Expertise 

Expertise  is  considered  a  subcomponent  of  experience  because,  without  experience,  people 
would  not  achieve  a  level  of  proficiency  in  a  respective  area  to  attain  the  level  of  expert  in. 
Regional  and  technical  expertise  are  considered  experience  factors  because  research  shows 
people  both  under  and  over  utilize  automated  aids  (Parasuraman  and  Riley  1997).  Cultural 
influences  may  affect  how  people  in  a  culture  use  and  trust  technology  (Adams  and  Bruyn  2003). 
This  factor  was  included  because  experience,  exposure,  and  education  shape  individuals  personal 
cultural  attitude  and  is  reflected  in  their  interaction  with  people  from  other  cultures.  An  expertise 
in  a  foreign  language,  technology,  occupational  field,  etc.,  may  be  associated  with  decision 
making. 

4.4  Context 

This  section  describes  the  research  identified  in  the  literature  that  demonstrates  support  for  each 
specific  context  factor  having  a  relationship  with  decision  making. 

4.4.1  Information  Context 

The  amount  of  infonnation  available  to  a  decision  maker  (infonnation  quantity)  and  the 
goodness  of  that  information  (infonnation  quality)  can  influence  decision  making  greatly.  A 
study  conducted  by  Glazer  et  al.  (1992)  revealed  that  the  presence  of  inelevant  information 
(basically  excess  infonnation)  can  cause  decision  makers  to  be  distracted  and  therefore  take 
more  time  to  make  a  decision  even  in  situations  where  the  infonnation  is  interpreted  correctly. 
Although  the  irrelevant  information  did  not  lead  to  incorrect  decisions,  it  did  cause  the  decision 
makers  to  take  significantly  longer  to  make  their  decision,  which  can  be  time  critical  in  a  military 
context.  While  intuitively  it  would  be  expected  that  data  regarding  information  quality  would  be 
useful  to  decision  makers,  studies  conducted  by  Chengalur-Smith  et  al.  (1999)  suggest  that 
information  concerning  the  quality  of  the  data  being  provided  may  be  counterproductive  in 
complex  decision-making  environments.  The  inclusion  of  this  data  could  lead  to  infonnation 
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overload  in  a  complex  decision-making  environment  but  could  be  beneficial  in  more  simple 
decision-making  environments. 

4.4.2  Media  Environment 

The  media’s  goal  is  to  keep  the  public  informed  in  a  timely  manner  and  to  remain  competitive 
with  respect  to  the  other  media  organizations.  The  military  wants  to  maintain  operational  security 
for  the  success  of  the  mission  and  the  safety  of  the  troops.  Many  times  there  has  been  conflict 
between  the  2  groups  because  of  their  differing  missions.  Despite  these  conflicts  in  the  past,  the 
US  military  needs  to  understand  the  media  environment  and  plan  carefully  for  media 
involvement  in  any  future  contingency  (Goebel  1995).  When  discussing  the  role  of  the  media, 
the  term,  CNN  Effect,  is  often  identified  as  a  relevant  phenomenon  that  can  drive  foreign  policy 
and  decision  making.  The  CNN  effect  is  described  as  the  effect  that  real-time  news  media  has  on 
politics  and  government  during  political  conflict  and  natural  disasters  (Livingston  1997).  The 
media’s  role  in  influencing  national  and  international  public  opinion  has  grown  immensely  over 
the  past  decade  with  the  evolution  of  computers  and  the  extensive  use  of  social  media. 

Pinkleton  and  Austin  (2002)  conducted  a  study  surveying  592  registered  voters  in  Washington 
State  that  tested  a  set  of  relationships  among  political  involvement,  perceived  media  importance, 
political  disaffection,  and  efficacy.  Political  involvement  was  positively  associated  with  the 
perceived  importance  of  newspapers  and  radio  talk  shows.  Perceived  media  importance  also  was 
associated  directly  with  increased  efficacy.  These  results  suggest  that  the  media  can  serve  as  a 
catalyst  for  involved  political  decision  making  when  they  provide  information  that  is  clearly 
relevant  to  citizens’  lives  and  the  public  affairs  issues  they  consider  (Pinkleton  and  Austin  2001). 

4.4.3  Mission  Context 

The  literature  discusses  the  importance  of  the  military  as  a  social  institution  and  how  it  affects 
people’s  lives,  both  directly  and  indirectly,  as  well  as  how  it  effects  other  institutions  (Segal 
1999).  The  central  role  of  the  military  is  to  protect  and  defend  the  Constitution,  ensure  the 
security  of  the  US,  and  advance  national  policies  (Department  of  Defense  2010).  However,  when 
trying  to  understand  the  importance  of  the  role  that  the  military  plays  in  decision  making,  it  is 
key  to  think  in  terms  of  mission  context.  Mission  context  is  any  infonnation  that  can  be  used  to 
characterize  the  military  situation  of  a  place,  object,  person,  or  group  of  people  that  is  considered 
relevant  to  the  mission  (Poltrock  et  al.  2009).  Components  of  unified  land  operations  or  missions 
are  offense,  defense,  stability,  and  civil  support  (Headquarters,  Department  of  the  Anny  2012). 
Within  unified  land  operations  the  tasks  within  each  component  are  the  following. 
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•  Offense 

o  Movement  to  contact 
o  Attack 
o  Exploitation 
o  Pursuit 

•  Defense 

o  Area  defense 
o  Mobile  defense 
o  Retrograde 

•  Stability 

o  Civil  security 
o  Civil  control 
o  Restore  essential  services 
o  Support  to  governance 

o  Support  to  economic  and  infrastructure  development 

•  Civil  support 

o  Provide  support  in  response  to  disaster 
o  Support  civil  law  enforcement 
o  Provide  other  support  as  required 

o  Support  for  domestic  chemical,  biological,  radiological,  and  nuclear  incidents 

4.4.4  Physical  Environment 

The  physical  environment  is  the  external  surroundings  and  conditions  in  which  something  exists. 
An  urban  terrain  consisting  of  buildings  and  landscaping  would  be  a  physical  environment  that 
Soldiers  face  during  a  variety  of  military  missions.  Items  of  the  physical  environment,  such  as 
the  terrain,  weather,  and  the  presence  of  combatants  and  non-combatants,  can  greatly  affect 
Soldier  and  Commander  decision  making.  The  physical  environment  is  identified  as  a  critical 
issue  specifically  in  peace  operations  because  climate  and  terrain  can  affect  the  success  of  the 
mission  (Pimie  and  Simons  1996).  Research  in  the  area  of  environmental  psychology  support  the 
notion  that  environmental  stimulus  affects  the  emotional  state  and  behavior  of  people.  For 
example,  a  study  conducted  by  Baker  et  al.  (1992)  demonstrated  that  specific  ambient  and  social 
factors  (music  and  lighting;  presence  of  friendly  sales  associates)  affected  the  consumer’s 
decision  to  make  purchases.  These  results  might  suggest  that  the  physical  environment  of  the 
Soldier  and  the  Commander  may  influence  their  decision  making. 

4.4.5  Political  Context 

Political  context  reflects  the  environment  in  which  something  is  produced,  which  indicates  the 
purpose  or  agenda  of  that  production/item.  It  also  refers  to  the  political  aspects  of  the 
environment  that  are  relevant  to  action.  These  aspects  include  the  distribution  of  power,  the 
range  of  organizations  involved  and  their  interests,  and  the  formal  and  informal  rules  that  govern 
the  interactions  among  different  players  (Nash  et  al.  2006).  Political  context  may  also  be  referred 
to  as  socio-political  context.  Politics  can  be  described  as  the  process  by  which  groups 
representing  divergent  interests  and  values  make  collective  decisions. 
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A  similar  term  to  consider  is  political  climate.  Political  climate  is  the  aggregate,  current  mood, 
and  opinions  of  a  populace  about  political  issues  that  also  currently  affect  that  population. 
Political  climate  is  generally  used  to  describe  a  state  of  change  in  mood  and  opinions  rather  than 
a  state  of  equilibrium. 

4.4.6  Social  Context 

Social  context  can  be  described  as  the  psychological  position  to  which  people  react  in  different 
ways,  depending  on  their  immediate  environment,  (http://answers.reference.com/information/ 
tenninology/what  is  the  meaning  of  social  context).  Social  context  can  be  influenced  by 
several  factors,  such  as  social  power,  group  dynamics,  grouping,  organizational  size,  collective 
identification,  and  trust. 

Social  Power  is  society’s  perception  of  the  influence  individuals  possess  or  the  perception 
individuals  possess  of  their  own  influence.  Social  power  can  affect  decision  making.  Several 
studies  conducted  by  Fischer  et  al.  (2011)  concluded  that  those  decision  makers  who  felt  more 
social  power  were  more  confident  in  their  decisions.  In  turn,  this  confidence  led  to  a  behavior 
called  confirmatory  information  processing.  Confirmatory  information  processing  is  a  behavior 
in  which  individuals  are  inclined  to  pay  more  attention  to  infonnation  that  supports  their  initial 
decision  than  to  information  that  contradicts  it.  A  study  by  Galinsky  et  al.  (2006)  revealed  that 
people  with  a  lot  of  social  power  are  less  likely  to  view  a  situation  from  other’s  perspective 
relying  instead  more  on  heuristics.  These  studies  and  others  indicate  an  influence  of  social 
context  on  decision  making. 

Group  Dynamics  is  a  system  of  how  group  members  interact  and  influence  each  other  and  their 
processes  to  accomplish  a  task  or  mission.  Within  a  group,  there  exist  individual  roles,  group 
standards  (the  rules  by  which  it  operates),  and  level  cohesiveness  (what  causes  an  individual  to 
remain  in  the  group)  (University  of  Kentucky  2012).  Level  cohesiveness  can  be  greatly  affected 
by  collective  identification,  that  is,  the  members  of  the  group  perceive  they  belong  to  that  group. 
National  and  organizational  cultural  identification,  how  people  perceive  their  relationship  to 
country  and  work  ranges  from  individualism  to  collectivism  and  varies  between  cultures.  People 
within  high-individualism  groups  have  weaker  connections  than  groups  with  collectivism  who 
exhibit  strong  cohesion,  loyalty,  and  hannony  (Langerholc  2010).  Collective  identification  is 
defined  as  an  individual’s  perceived  membership  in  a  social  group  that  impacts  the  individual’s 
identity  in  some  way.  The  individual  mind  versus  the  networking  of  multiple  individuals 
influences  both  the  group  thought  process  as  well  as  the  individual’s  thought  process.  The  longer 
the  association  or  group  affiliation,  the  more  cohesive  and  conformist  the  individual  is  to  the 
group  (University  of  Kentucky  2012).  Put  in  the  contect  of  Warfighters,  this  group  identification 
provides  strength  whereby  individuals  in  a  group  environment  willingly  make  decisions  and  take 
risks  they  would  not  have  taken  had  they  not  had  the  support  of,  or  affiliation  to,  their  group.  The 
radical  fonn  of  collective  identification  is  collective  narcissism.  Collective  narcissism 
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is  an  emotional  investment  in  an  unrealistic  belief  of  group  greatness  (Golec  de  Zavala  et  al. 
2007).  Members  within  this  type  of  group  tend  to  act  aggressively  to  out-groups,  believing  in 
group  superiority.  Well-known  historical  examples  of  collective  narcissism  are  the  Holocaust 
(Nazis  belief  in  self-superiority),  and  Abu  Ghraib  (American  Soldier  abuse  of  prisoners)  where 
the  in-group  demonstrated  extreme  forms  of  aggression  to  the  out-group.  The  US  military  has  a 
high  sense  of  self,  which  may  affect  multinational  and  joint  force  operations.  These  studies  and 
others  indicate  that  group  dynamics  affect  individual  and  group  decision  making. 

Grouping  and  Organization  Size  in  this  taxonomy  describes  how  the  decision  makers  are 
aligned  to  work  together  and  the  number  of  members  of  the  team  that  they  work  in.  In  today’s 
military  environment  and  in  future  ones,  decision  making  is  happening  at  lower  levels  sometimes 
by  the  individual  Soldier.  Individual  Soldiers  have  always  had  some  level  of  decision  making 
particularly  in  regard  to  their  own  personal  security  (friend  or  foe,  life  threatening).  The  military 
decision  maker  tends  to  be  isolated  but  does  have  the  occasion  to  seek  advice  or  counsel  when 
appropriate.  Much  of  military  work,  however,  is  conducted  in  a  team  environment.  Grouping 
research  can  support  the  understanding  of  team  decision  making. 

Jessup  and  Tansik  (1991)  conducted  a  study  to  examine  the  effects  of  anonymity  and  proximity 
on  decision  making  using  a  group  decision  support  system.  Their  results  revealed  that  individuals 
working  anonymously  and  dispersed  made  more  comments  and  questioned  others’  solutions 
more  than  those  working  in  a  face-to-face  identified  known  environment.  They  also 
demonstrated  that  individuals  working  in  the  face-to-face  condition  reported  higher  levels  of 
satisfaction  than  those  working  in  the  distributed  environment.  Participants  working  in  the 
anonymity  condition  reported  that  the  system  was  more  helpful  and  effective  than  previous  face- 
to-face  problem  solving  sessions.  Participants  working  in  the  identifiable  condition  reported  the 
system  less  effective  and  helpful.  As  the  military  environment  becomes  more  and  more 
distributed  and  as  Soldiers  will  need  to  rely  on  data  and  infonnation  from  sources  outside  of  their 
teams  in  these  new  cultural  environments,  this  type  of  research  becomes  more  relevant  than  it 
may  have  been  in  Cold  War  military  environments. 

In  several  studies  of  how  advice  is  used  in  decision  making,  Yaniv  (2004)  revealed  that  decision 
makers  tend  to  discount  the  advice  of  others,  except  in  situations  where  the  decision  maker  was 
less  knowledgeable.  In  those  cases,  decision  makers  then  tended  to  weight  the  value  of  the 
advice  higher  than  those  decision  makers  who  were  more  knowledgeable. 

Trust  is  integral  in  team  working  environments,  especially  in  the  military  where  team  members 
are  entrusted  with  protecting  each  other’s  lives.  Trust  concerns  occur  in  situations  involving 
dependence  on  others  and  in  situations  involving  risk  and  uncertainty.  Trust  is  derived  partly 
from  the  members  of  a  group  accepting  a  standard  and  adhering  to  it,  similar  to  a  trait  of  group 
dynamic  (Kirkland  2003).  The  Oxford  English  dictionary  defines  trust  as  “the  firm  belief  in  the 
reliability,  truth,  or  ability  of  someone  or  something,”  Yet  there  are  varying  degrees  of  trust.  The 
concept  of  trust  in  groups  or  between  individuals  differs  because  of  the  nature  of  the 
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relationships,  such  as  in  differences  in  social  standing.  Examples  of  group  trust  include 
interpersonal,  intra-personal,  inter-team,  inter-organization,  intra-organization,  and  distributed 
versus  co-located  (Stanton  2011). 

4.4.7  Temporal  Context 

The  temporal  context  is  defined  by  factors  affecting  the  time  available  to  make  a  decision.  Time 
pressure  can  be  defined  as  the  psychological  burden  to  complete  some  action  within  a  perceived 
shorted  timeframe.  While  most  time  pressure  effects  on  decision-making  studies  are  conducted 
in  static  environments,  Kerstholt  (1994)  examined  the  effect  of  time  pressure  on  decision  making 
in  a  dynamic  environment.  A  dynamic  environment  is  characterized  by  continuous  changes  over 
time  while  infonnation  is  provided  on  changes  in  the  system  state.  Continuous  change  is  very 
representative  of  military  environments.  In  the  Kerstholt  (1994)  study,  participants  imagined  that 
they  were  serving  as  a  personal  attendant  to  an  athlete  running  a  race.  As  such,  they  were 
required  to  monitor  the  fitness  level  of  the  athlete  and  interject  mediation  when  the  athlete’s 
fitness  level  was  decreased.  The  results  indicated  that  the  participant’s  decision-making  strategy 
differed  when  time  pressure  was  increased.  Participants  spent  less  time  processing  infonnation. 
This  research  and  other  studies  examine  time  pressure  along  with  risk  taking  (Dror  et  al.  1999). 
Risk  taking  is  represented  in  the  taxonomy  as  a  part  of  sensation  seeking. 

In  a  study  examining  the  effectiveness  of  icons  to  support  distributed  team  decision  making 
under  time  pressure,  Adehnan  et  al.  (2004)  uncovered  that,  during  conditions  of  higher  time 
pressure,  participants  increasingly  made  decisions  without  having  the  critical  information 
necessary  to  ensure  a  more  accurate  performance.  These  results  demonstrated  a  shift  in  decision¬ 
making  strategy  as  time  pressure  increased. 


5.  Proposed  Model  and  General  Framework 


Now  that  the  taxonomy  has  been  explained,  this  next  section  lays  out  how  the  taxonomy  fits  into 
a  general  framework  of  the  effects  of  sociocultural  factors  on  decision  making.  Figure  2  depicts 
the  initial  framework  concept  of  how  the  sociocultural  factors  described  in  this  report  affect 
decision  making. 
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Fig.  2  General  framework  of  the  influence  of  sociocultural  factors  on  decision  making 

This  general  framework  translates  the  proposed  affect  of  the  sociocultural  factors  on  decision 
making.  First,  the  taxonomy  defines  Soldier  and  Commander  makeup  in  the  contextual 
environment  in  which  they  are  placed.  The  4  taxonomic  elements  (demographics,  personality, 
experience,  and  context)  define  an  individual’s  approach  to  decision  making.  These  factors  then 
lead  them  to  particular  states  at  a  certain  level  in  3  areas;  cognitive  readiness,  cultural 
competence,  and  fitness  for  duty.  Depending  on  their  level  of  each  of  these  states  leads  them  to  a 
particular  decision  being  made  that  results  in  some  action.  Their  particular  decision-making 
results  in  action  depending  on  their  level  of  each  of  these  states. 

5.1  Cognitive  Readiness 

Cognitive  readiness  is  defined  as  “possessing  the  psychological  (mental)  and  sociological 
(social)  knowledge,  skills,  and  attitudes  that  individuals  and  team  members  need  to  sustain 
competent  professional  performance  and  mental  well  being  in  the  dynamic,  complex,  and 
unpredictable  environments  of  military  operations”  (Bolstad  et  al.  2006).  Cognitive  readiness  is 
influenced  by  a  range  of  varying  characteristics.  Components  of  cognitive  readiness  include  (but 
are  not  limited  to)  situation  awareness,  memory,  transfer  of  training,  meta-cognition, 
automaticity,  problem  solving,  decision  making,  mental  flexibility  and  creativity,  leadership,  and 
emotion  (Morrison  and  Fletcher  2002).  Other  components  include  cognitive  resources, 
perception,  attention,  physical  and  mental  condition,  knowledge,  and  attitudes  (Bolstad  et  al. 
2006).  The  importance  of  Warfighter  cognitive  readiness  is  that  mental  agility  and  continued 
strength  are  a  necessity  in  dealing  with  the  rigors  of  military  life  and  combat  operations. 

5.2  Cultural  Competence 

Cross  cultural  competence  is  defined  as  the  development  of  knowledge  and  skills  through 
experience  and  training  that  result  in  a  complex  schema  of  cultural  differences,  perspective¬ 
taking  skills,  and  interpersonal  skills.  This  schema  can  be  demonstrated  through  the  willingness 
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to  engage  in  new  environments  even  in  the  face  of  considerate  ambiguity,  through  self¬ 
monitoring  and  through  self-regulation  to  support  mission  success  in  a  dynamic  context  (Ross 
2008).  Wunderie  (2007)  defines  cultural  competence  as  the  fusion  of  cultural  understanding  with 
cultural  intelligence  that  allows  focused  insight  into  current  operations  by  inferring  insight  into 
the  intentions  of  specific  actor  and  groups.  Both  Ross’  and  Wunderie’s  definitions  of  cross 
cultural  competence  identify  the  following  components:  1)  awareness  of  one’s  own  culture,  2) 
adaptive  perspective  taking,  and  3)  the  application  of  knowledge  to  an  ongoing  situation. 

5.3  Fitness  for  Duty 

Fitness  for  duty  is  the  capacity  to  which  a  person  is  fit  to  serve  in  his  or  her  job  capacity. 
Whether  or  not  that  person  is  trustworthy,  will  perform  his  or  her  tasks  in  a  reliable  manner,  are 
not  under  the  influence  of  any  substance,  and  are  not  mentally  or  physically  impaired  are  factors 
that  are  considered  when  detennining  fitness  for  duty.  In  determining  fitness  for  duty,  it  is 
important  to  understand  any  cause  that  can  adversely  affect  a  person’s  ability  to  safely  and 
competently  perform  his  or  her  duties  (US  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  2012).  Factors,  such 
as  fatigue  and  substance  abuse,  can  influence  fitness  for  duty  but  are  beyond  the  scope 
considered  in  this  framework. 

These  3  states  have  been  identified  as  the  lens  through  which  decision  making  is  affected  by 
sociocultural  factors.  However,  there  will  also  be  interactions  among  these  3  states  that  are  not 
fully  defined  currently.  For  example,  if  fitness  for  duty  is  low  because  of  fatigue,  that  will  also 
affect  an  individual’s  cognitive  readiness  although  it  may  not  affect  their  cultural  competence. 
What  is  important  here,  though,  is  that  the  demographic,  personality,  experience,  and  contextual 
factors  will  result  in  a  level  of  cognitive  readiness,  fitness  for  duty,  and  cultural  competence  that 
will  greatly  influence  decision  making. 


6.  Additional  Items  for  Consideration 


There  are  also  other  sociocultural  factors  that  the  researchers  believe  are  influential  to  decision 
making  but  were  not  added  to  the  taxonomy.  The  factor  of  values,  for  instance,  seems  to  be 
vitally  important  to  decision  making  but  is  difficult  to  quantify  and  to  pull  apart  from  other 
factors,  such  as  some  identified  in  personality  (e.g.,  self-efficacy)  and  demographics  (e.g., 
religion).  Another  factor  related  to  sociocultural  factors  impact  on  decision  making  is 
“perspective  taking”.  While  someone’s  ability  to  do  perspective  taking  is  influential  in  how  he  or 
she  make  decisions,  it  is  not  a  factor  that  can  be  measured  as  of  yet.  This  section  explains  these  2 
factors. 
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6.1  Values  Congruence 

The  common  dictionary  definition  of  a  value  is  “something  (as  a  principle  or  quality) 
intrinsically  valuable  or  desirable”  while  the  Dictionary  of  Human  Geography  defines  values  as 
“the  principles  or  standards  informing  individual  or  group  ideas  and  beliefs.”  Values  have  also 
been  coined  as  ethics,  morals,  and  cultural  values. 

“Cultural  differences  are  reflected  in  values,  which  in  turn  affect  behavior,  including  the  way  in 
which  decisions  are  made.”  (Albaum  et  al.  2010).  O’Boyle  (1996)  claims  that  “...values  are 
never  random.  They  are  the  products  of  culture,  the  complex  adaptive  system  the  brain  uses  to 
help  meet  universal  needs  within  a  specific  environment.”  Research  in  ethical  decision  making 
and  culture  often  use  Hofstede’s  dimensions  applied  to  business  and  healthcare  settings 
(Robertson  and  Fadil  1999;  McLaughlin  and  Braun  1998). 

The  most  prolific  researcher  in  cultural  values  is  Shalom  Schwartz.  He  summarized  the  focus  of 
decades  of  work  on  basic  values  as  follows: 

1)  Values  are  beliefs  that  are  linked  inextricably  to  effect. 

2)  Values  refer  to  desirable  goals  that  motivate  action. 

3)  Values  transcend  specific  actions  and  situations.  This  feature  distinguishes  values  from 
narrower  concepts,  such  as  nonns  and  attitudes  that  usually  refer  to  specific  actions, 
objects,  or  situations. 

4)  Values  are  standards  or  criteria  that  guide  selection  or  evaluation  of  actions,  policies, 
people,  and  events. 

5)  Values  are  ordered  by  importance  relative  to  one  another  to  fonn  a  system  of  priorities. 
This  hierarchical  feature  also  distinguished  values  from  nonns  and  attitudes. 

6)  The  relative  importance  of  values  guides  action  (Schwartz  2007). 

Schwartz  (2007)  defines  7  cultural  dimensions:  Harmony,  characterized  by  unity  with  nature  and 
a  world  at  peace;  Embeddedness,  social  order,  obedience,  and  a  respect  for  tradition;  Hierarchy, 
submission  to  authority;  Mastery,  ambition  and  daring;  Affective  Autonomy,  taking  pleasure; 
Intellectual  Autonomy,  broadmindedness  and  curiosity;  and  Egalitarianism,  social  justice  and 
equality.  These  dimensions  are  grouped  into  three  bi-polar  relationships:  Embeddedness  versus 
Autonomy  (Affective  and  Intellectual),  Hierarchy  versus  Egalitarianism,  and  Mastery  versus 
Hannony.  The  theory  further  defines  10  motivational  types  of  values:  power,  achievement, 
hedonism,  stimulation,  self-direction,  universalism,  benevolence,  tradition,  confonnity,  and 
security  (Ros  et  al.1999;  Davidov  et  al.  2008). 

Schwartz  and  other  researchers  have  used  his  theory  (Schwartz  1992)  to  compare  national 
cultures  and  subcultures.  Forty-four  countries  were  co-plotted  along  the  7  dimension  and  the 
implications  for  attitudes  about  work  have  been  studied  (Schwartz  1999).  Munene  et  al.  (2000) 
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examined  the  relationship  between  cultural  values  and  socioeconomic  development,  especially  in 
sub-Saharan  Africa. 

There  is  a  growing  literature  in  the  study  of  cultural  values  and  decision  making  in  consumer  and 
business  spheres.  For  example,  McLaughlin  and  Braun  (1998)  discuss  the  implications  for 
healthcare  research  and  practice  when  collectivist  cultural  values  come  in  conflict  with  the 
individualistic  nature  of  the  American  medical  community.  Five  case  studies  highlighting  ethical 
and  cultural  issues  impact  on  mental  health  care  decisions  are  described  by  Hoop  et  al.  (2008). 
Srnka  (2004)  examines  marketing  ethics  theory  in  a  multicultural  global  marketplace.  Also,  the 
effect  of  cultural  values  on  business  ethics  and  international  decision  making  was  discussed  in 
the  Journal  of  Business  Ethics  (Vitell  et  al.1993).  While  these  and  many  other  examples  are 
available  for  examining  the  practical  application  of  cultural  values,  no  studies  were  found 
specifically  involving  military  decision  making. 

6.2  Perspective  Taking 

Perspective  taking  (also  known  as  Social  Perspective  Taking  [SPT])  is  one  of  the  steps  preceding 
decision  making.  Gehlbach  (2004)  defined  it  as  the  skill  requiring  a  combination  of  cognitive 
and  affective/emotional  skills  and  the  propensity  or  motivation  to  engage  in  the  activity.  Johnson 
(1975)  recognized  perspective  taking  as  the  ability  to  understand  how  a  situation  appears  to 
another  person  and  how  that  person  is  reacting  emotionally  and  cognitively  to  the  situation.  The 
importance  of  SPT  is  demonstrated  with  its  benefits,  which  are  most  critical  in  a  military 
environment.  In  military  settings,  leaders  are  required  to  understand  their  subordinates,  the 
enemy,  the  local  population,  and  allies  in  order  to  successfully  complete  missions  (US 
Department  of  Anny  2006).  Adequate  perspective  taking  reduces  stereotyping,  thereby 
improving  group  dynamics  and  increasing  mission  success  (Galinsky  and  Moskowitz  2000).  The 
increase  in  social  understanding  also  helps  to  facilitate  conflict  resolution  (Deutsch,  1993). 

Researchers  suggest  that  there  are  2  common  theories  of  perspective  taking:  simulation  theory 
and  implicit  theory  (Reeder  and  Trafimow  2005).  Simulation  theory  involves  placing  one’s  self 
in  another  person’s  mental  state,  while  implicit  theory  relies  on  drawing  on  general  knowledge  to 
infer  another’s  mental  state.  Simulation  theory  is  an  interpersonal  technique  learned  throughout 
life  but  can  be  difficult  to  use  in  cross-cultural  interactions  because  of  the  complex  issues 
involving  customs,  rights,  etc.,  especially  because  most  Soldiers  have  little  cross  cultural 
experience  (Roan  et  al.  2009).  One  person  can  always  simulate  being  in  “someone  else’s  shoes,” 
but  how  realistic  is  the  exercise,  as  people  tend  to  relate  to  situations  in  terms  of  their  own 
experiences  and  culture.  Norenzayan  and  Nesbitt  (2000)  corroborate  this  in  their  forth  basic 
cognitive  commonality:  because  people  have  differing  cultural  worlds  of  influence  (i.e.,  social, 
economic),  their  beliefs  and  values  are  potentially  different  as  well. 
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7.  Conclusions 


This  technical  report  outlines  the  first  step  in  the  ARL  HRED  RISC-D  program  to  develop  a 
taxonomy  of  sociocultural  factors  that  influence  decision  making.  This  report  also  outlines  an 
initial  framework  for  how  the  taxonomic  factors  affect  decision  making.  The  next  step  in  this 
research  program  is  validation.  To  obtain  face  validity  of  the  taxonomy  and  framework,  ARL 
HRED  will  continue  to  introduce  the  taxonomy  draft  to  researchers  in  the  area  of  decision 
making,  specifically  in  military  decision  making.  The  opinions  of  social  scientists,  psychologists, 
and  other  decision-making  experts  will  be  used  to  identify  any  discrepancies.  Once  all  subject 
matter  expert  feedback  has  been  incorporated,  exposure  of  the  taxonomy  to  Soldiers  and 
Commanders  will  begin.  Because  the  researchers  are  attempting  to  detennine  how  sociocultural 
factors  influence  decision  making,  the  procedure  for  examining  construct  validity  must  help  to 
identify  this  influence.  This  influence  may  be  obscure  to  the  actual  decision  maker.  An  initial 
idea  for  this  validation  study  would  be  to  conduct  an  online  survey.  During  the  online  survey, 
data  would  be  collected  by  administering  questionnaires  that  measure  each  decision  maker’s 
level  on  each  of  the  sociocultural  factors.  Then,  each  participant  will  be  placed  in  an 
experimental  decision-making  environment  to  understand  how  decision-making  performance 
varies  across  the  various  levels  of  each  factor.  This  approach  should  yield  data  to  support  a  level 
of  face  and  construct  validity  that  are  essential  to  ensuring  the  taxonomy  is  valid  enough  to  be 
used  for  the  development  of  a  sociocultural  influenced  model  of  decision  making — a  future  goal 
of  this  research  effort. 
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Initial  Taxonomy  Development: 

The  group  addressed  the  following  areas  before  beginning  to  brainstorm  to  focus  the 
brainstonning  session:  purpose  of  the  taxonomy,  potential  users  of  the  taxonomy,  and  the  scope 
of  the  taxonomy.  The  researchers  also  listed  assumptions  regarding  the  taxonomy  that  were  made 
during  the  brainstorming  process. 

Purpose 

•  Development  of  models  (qualitative/cognitive) 

•  Development  of  interface  design  principles 

•  Bin  past  research  into  categories  to  identify  gaps 

•  Identify  skills  to  train 

•  What  to  model  in  host  population 

•  Identify  areas  where  expertise  is  needed 
Potential  users 

•  Anny  Research  Laboratory  Human  Research  and  Engineering  Directorate  (ARL  HRED) 

•  US  Army  Research  Institute  (ARI) 

•  Engineer  Research  and  Development  Center  (ERDC) 

•  Military  force  designers 

•  Military  trainers 

•  Other  DOD  services 

•  Academia  conducting  military  research 
Scope 

The  scope  of  the  taxonomy  is  intended  to  be  directed  at  social-cultural  factors  that  impact 
individual  Soldier  decision  making.  The  topic  of  Soldier  communication  is  also  of  interest  and 
the  draft  taxonomy  might  have  future  application  to  that  topic.  The  focus  is  on  the  decision 
making  of  US  Soldiers,  Commanders,  and  small  unit  leaders.  We  are  addressing  decision  making 
within  the  operational  or  mission  environment.  When  considering  the  socialcultural  factors,  we 
will  be  addressing  those  factors  within  a  specific  region  or  environment  for  each  analysis.  There 
was  no  intention  of  examining  cultural  factors  that  are  the  same  across  all  cultures — only  regions 
or  people  with  an  identifiable  social  and  cultural  factors  will  be  examined  at  a  single  time. 
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Assumptions 

We  identified  several  assumptions  in  developing  the  taxonomy. 

•  Context  will  change 

•  Factor  =  something  that  can  be  measured  or  identified 

•  Demographic  =  standard  answer/multiple  choice 

•  Personality  factor  =  state  versus  trait 

•  Decision  making  in  operational  context 

•  Subculture  influences 
Presentation  of  Initial  Taxonomy  5  +  2 

The  initial  taxonomy  is  composed  of  7  primary  topic  areas.  The  first  4  (Demographics, 
Personality,  Experience,  Values)  each  address  individual  characteristics.  The  fifth  category, 
Context,  addresses  the  dynamic  operational  environment  in  which  the  Soldier  must  make 
decisions.  It  should  be  noted  that  many  of  the  individual  characteristics  are  more  static  than 
dynamic.  While  we  do  not  mean  to  assume  that  individual  characteristics  cannot  change,  we  do 
recognize  that  many  of  these  characteristics  develop  over  time  and,  therefore,  are  not  as  dynamic 
as  the  mission  environment  in  which  the  Soldier  operates.  The  sixth  category  is  composed  of 
factors  that  are  external  to  the  individual  Soldier  but  which  may  still  impact  individual  decision 
making.  Finally,  the  last  category  includes  possible  outcomes  and  results  of  combinations  of  the 
individual  characteristics. 

The  7  categories  and  subcategories  are  listed  in  Table  A-l.  Items  in  bold  were  included  in  the 
final  taxonomy. 
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Table  A-l  Initial  taxonomy 


Demographics 

Personality 

Experience 

Values 

(Ethos) 

Context 

External  Factors 

Predicted/Outcomes/ 

Results 

Age 

Apprehensiveness 

(fearfulness) 

Culture 

training/exposure 

Beliefs 

Expectation  of 

particular 

outcome 

Customs 

Cognitive  readiness 

Citizenship 

(naturalized/natural 

bom) 

Attitude  toward  risk 
taking 

Interactions  with 
multiple  cultures 

Customs 

Grouping 

Globalism/isolation¬ 

ism 

Collective  identification 

C  urrent  family 
structure  (parent  or 
not) 

Coping  style 

Nonmilitary 

schooling/training 

Ethics 

Information 
quality  and 
quantity 

Locality 

Emotional  stability 

Ethnicity 

Empathy 

Previous 

occupation 

Etiquette 

Intent  (desired 
and  state) 

Role  of 

media/exposure 

Group  dynamics 

Ethnicity 

congruence 

Enjoyment  seeking 
(hedonism) 

Technology 

expertise/experien 

ce 

Ideology 

(media 

idea/exposure) 

Organization 

size 

Role  of  military 

Mental  flexibility 

Family 

structure/upbringin 

g 

Ethnocentrism 

Travel 

Physical 

environment 

Role  of  women 

Perspective  taking 

Formal  education 
level 

How  one  handles 
uncertainty 

Social 

context/ social 
pressure 

Type  of  government 

Trust 

Gender 

Intelligence 

Time  pressure 

Income  (socio¬ 
economic  level) 

Level  of  anxiety 

Language  spoken 

Locus  of  control 

Marital  status 

Motivation 
(intrinsic/  extrinsic) 

Table  A-l  Initial  taxonomy  (continued) 


Demographics 

Personality 

Experience 

Values 

(Ethos) 

Context 

External  Factors 

Predicted/Outcomes/ 

Results 

Military 

demographics 

-Rank 

-Military  status 
subgroups  -(reserve 
vs.  active) 
-Position  (MOS) 
combat  vs. 
organization 
-Military 

training/  schooling 
-Tenure  in  military 
(time  in  service) 
-Role 

Need  for 
achievement 

Nationality 

Risk  perception 

Physical  attributes 
(height,  weight, 
hair  color,  skin 
color,  stamina, 
strength) 

Self-efficacy 

Political  affiliation 

Race 

Religion 

(type/degree) 

Rural  vs.  suburban 
vs.  urban 

Intentionally  left  blank. 
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List  of  Symbols,  Abbreviations,  and  Acronyms 


ARI  US  Army  Research  Institute 

ARL  US  Army  Research  Laboratory 

COIN  counterinsurgency 

CRM  customer  relationship  management 

DOD  Department  of  Defense 

ERDC  Engineer  Research  and  Development  Center 

HRED  Human  Research  and  Engineering  Directorate 

HSCB  Human  Social,  Culture  and  Behavior 

HumRRO  Human  Resources  Research  Organization 

JCOA  Joint  and  Coalition  Operational  Analysis 

MiTT  military  transition  team 

MOS  Military  Occupational  Specialty 

NCCWLC  North  Carolina  Center  for  World  Languages  &  Cultures 

PME  professional  military  education 

RISC-D  Relevant  Infonnation  for  Social  Cultural  Depiction 

SPT  Social  Perspective  Taking 

TCC  TRADOC  Culture  Center 


TRADOC  US  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command 
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